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E  P  I  S  C  O  Firtf  Y 


As  exhibited  from  the  Father  s  of  the  Christi¬ 
an  Church,  until  the  Clofe  of  the  Second 
Century  : 


CONTAINING 

An  Impartial  Account  of  them,  of  their  Writings, 
and  of  what  they  fay  congerning  Bishops  and  Pres¬ 
byters  j 


WITH  OBSERVATIONS,  AND  REMARKS, 


Tending  to  fhew,  that  they  efteemed  thefe  one  and  the 
same  Order  of  Ecclefiaftical  Officers. 


IN  ANSWER 

To  thofe,  who  have  reprefented  it  as  a  certain  fact, 
imiverfally  handed  down,  even  from  the  Apoltles  Days,  that 
governing  and  ordaining  Authority  was  ex- 
ercifcd  by  fuch  Bilhops  only,  as  were  of  an  order  supe¬ 
rior  to  Prelbyters. 


By  Charles  Ghauncy,  D.  D. 

Pallor  of  the  Firft  Church  of  Christ  in  Boston. 


“  I  hope  myReader  will  fee  what  weak  Proofs  are  brought  for 
c  thisDiltinciion  andSuperiority  of  Order  [i.  e.  betweenBilhops 
**  and  Prelbyters].  No  Scripture,  no  primitive  general  Coun- 
**  cil,  no  general  Confent  of  primitive; Doctors  and  Fathers,  no, 
“  not  one  primitive  Father  of  Note,  fpeaking  particularly,  and 
“  home,  to  our  purpofe.”  Bilhop  Croft's  Naked  Truth,  P.  47. 


BOSTON:  Printed  by  Daniel  Kne eland,  in 
Queen- Street,  for  Thomas  Leverett,  in  Corn-hill, 
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^ m 

^TffHE  materials  for  the  following  work 
I  were  code  bled  more  than  twenty  years 
ago ,  and  would  then  have  been  put  to~ 
gather  for  public  life ,  had  it  not  been  thought 
unfeafonable  j  as  the  Colonies  were  not,  at 
that  time,  difpofed  to  attend  to  the  epifcopal- 
difpute :  nor  would  this  have  been  their  in¬ 
clination  at  prefent,  had  it  not  been  excited  in 
them,  more  ejpecially  by  the  clergy  of  the 
church  of.  England,  who,  not  being  fatisfed 
with  having  tranfmitted  petitions  to  their 
fuperiors  at  home,  begging  their  infiuence  'm 
javor  of  the  fettlement  of  an  Epifcopate  in 
America,  deputifed  one  of  their  number  to 
•write  “  an  appeal  to  the  Public citing  objebl- 
ers  to  their  impartial  tribunal  for  tryal  of 
the  weight  of  their  objections,  if  any  they  hud 
to  offer,  againf  the  reafonablenefs  of  their  re- 
fueji,  This  conduSl  of  their  s  has  ccnftraincd 
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thofe  of  a  different  perfuafion  to  /peak  in  their 
own  behalf  >  and  the  rather >  as  it  was ,  in 
a  format  manner ,  given  out,  that ,  “  if  nothing 
was  j aid  againfl  an  American  Epifcopate,  it 
would  be  taken  for  granted ,  all  parties  acqui- 
feed,  and  were  fatisfiedf 

k  IN  confequence  of  this  extraordinary  chal¬ 
lenge  9  that  has  been  faid ,  which ,  I  believe ,  the 
epifcopalians  will  not  find  themfelves  eafily  able 
to  anfiwer .  But  there  is  fill  room  jor  fnch  a 
work  as  that  profejfes  to  be ,  which  is  emitted 
herewith  :  and  it  was  judged  by  many  to  be 
feafonable  at  this  day  y more  efpe dally,  as  it  has 
been  openly  and  repeatedly  declared,  4  that  it 
is  a  fact  certainly  and  univ  erf  ally  handed 
down  by  the  ChriJiian  Fathers,  even  from  the 
earliefi  days,  that  governing  and  ordain- 
live  authority  was  exercifed  only  by 
Bishops  of  an  order,  in  the  church, 

DISTINCT  FROM,  AND  SUPERIOR  TQ 

Presbyters/ 

HOW  far  the  above  affirmation  is  agreea¬ 
ble  to  truth ,  or  whether  it  will  at  all  confifi 
with  it,  every  man  of  common  underfanding , 
who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  read  the  Jubfequ&nt 
pages,  will  be  able,  from  what  he  may  fee  with 
pis  own  eyes ,  to  judge .  “Thofe,  tnojl  certainly, 

I  ’  ' '  may 

« 


P  R  E  FACE.  v 

may  be  thought  well  qualified  to  farm  judge¬ 
ment  in  this  nicittcry  who  are  men  of  capacity 
and  lear  ning, though  they  have  had  neither  oppor¬ 
tunity,  nor  leifure,  to  acquaint  them) elves  with 
the  writings  of  the  ant  lent  fathers .  It  was 
principally  for  the  fake  of  per  Jons  in  each  of 
thefe  kinds ,  whether  epif cop  alians,  orChrijlians 
of  any  other  denomination ,  that  the  prefent 
work  was  engaged  in ,  and  made  public .  And 
for  this  reafon  it  was  thought  proper  to  be  more 
particular 7  than  would  otherwife  have  been  ne- 
cefary,  in  giving  an  account ,  not  only  of  thefe 
Fathers,  but  oj  their  writings  ;  difinguijhing 
between  thofe  that  have  been  falfely  attribu¬ 
ted  to  them y  and  thofe  that  may  he  efeemed 
truly  genuine  ;  as  alfo  between  thofe  that  are 
pure ,  and  thofe  that  have  been  adulterated  with 
corrupt  mixtures .  In  the  doing  of  this ,  which 
has  enlarged  the  workrand  increafed  my  labour , 
1  pretend  to  be  little  more  than  a  colleffiGr  $ 
though ,  inf  e ad  of  tranferibing  from  others ,  I 
have  ufed  my  own  words ,  unlefs  when  I  give 
notice  to  the  contrary :  and  this  Ichofe  to  do ,  that 
I  might  be  more  concife ,  and  have  it  in  my 
power  to  convey  only  that  to  others ,  which  I 
believe  contains  the  exaSl  truth „ 

V  '  i  •  '  *  *  I 

'*  '  **  ^  V  •  >  *■  -m  ;i  '  *-• 

THE  pajjages  from  the  Fathers,  called 
apofoltcal,  that  »V>  the  Fathers  who  may  be 

fuppofed 
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fuppofed  to  have  converfed  with  one,  or  mores 
of  the  apoftles,  I  have  given  in  the  verfion  of 
Arcb-Bifoop  Wake  ;  not  fo  much  to  fave  my- 
Jelf  the  trouble  of  :a  tranfation ,  as  to  prevent 
all fufpicion  of  too  high,  cr  too  low,  a  turn  t§ 
any  modes  of  expreffion,  in  order  to  favor  my 
own  fenfe  <>f  the  fact  in  difpute.  I  fould  have 
been  glad,  could  I  have  done  the  like  in  regard 
of  what  is  offered  from  the  other  Fathers.  I 
am  myfelf  accountable  for  the  tranfation  of  the 
extracts  from  them  ;  in  which  I  have  not  fo 
much  fiudied  elegance,  as  an  exadl  reprefenta- 
tion  of  their  real  meaning .  I  can  truly  fay,  I 
have,  to  the  be  ft  of  my  capacity,  given  the 
whole  that  is  contained  in  the  writings  of 
the  Fathers,  within  the  time  fpecifed .  Sure 

lam ,  I  have  willingly  omitted  no  paffage,  or 
word,  that  may  be  found  in  any  of  their  works  ; 
but  have  been  as  free  to  infert  thofe,  epifcopa - 
Hans  would  defre  might  have  a  place  here,  as 
others  they  might  wijh  had  been  kept  out  of 
fight .  It  is  poffble,  after  all,  there  may  be 
oiiiifjions,  or  rniftakes,  through  inattention,  for- 
getfulnefs,  or  fome  other  caufe  more  or  lefs  faul¬ 
ty  ;  though  I  am  not  confcions  of  any,  and  be¬ 
lieve  there  are  none  that  are  material.  If  any 
fucb  there  ftoould  be,  I  foGuld  efeem  it  a  favor 
to  fee  them  corrected.  As  to  thofe  of  f  mall 
importance,  the  learned  and judicious,  Jhonld  they 
\  obferve 
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(,-bfer ve  any  Jitch ,  will  candidly  overlook  and 
excufe  them. 

HAD  there  been  a  fufficiency  of  Greek 
types  in  town ,  and  dexterity  to  ufe  them ,  more 
If  the  language  in  which  many  pafages  were 
wrote  would  have  been  printed  :  but  this  de - 
.  feci  may  be  thought  pardonable ,  as  I  have  all 
along  inferted  Juch  original  wordsy  though  in 
Englijh  letter sy  as  may  be  thought  *  to  be  of 
importance  in  the  prefent  debate .  I  could  eafily 
have  crowded  the  margin  with  references  to  the 
booksy  and  particular  pages  in  them,  I  have 
had  occafion  to  confult ;  but  this9  to  fave  room, 
and  a  vain  Jhew  of  learningy  I  have  omitted  : 
at  the  fame  time y  taking  care  to  name  my  au¬ 
thors,  and  particular  places  in  their  writings, 
in  all  inftances  that  have  an  argumentative 
connection  with  any  confderable  part  of  the 
grand fubjedl  in  dijpute , 

.  .  ,  v  '  .  -  •  •  •  .  .  ;  i  '•  •  V  i  ■  V  ? 

IT  Is  hoped,  the  following  work  will  not 
he  altogether  ufelefs.  Much  indeed  has  been  al¬ 
ready,  and  repeatedly,  publifhed  relative  to  the 
Fathers,  and  their  writings ;  and  nothing  more 
frequently  to  be  met  with  than  quotations  from 
them,  in  fupport  of  the  epifcopal  caufe,  by  thofe 
who  have  appeared  in  its  defence.  But  no 
sne,  within  the  compafs  of  my  knowledge,  has 
■ .  *  .  c o  lie  died 
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collebied  to  get  her f  and  brought  to  view,  all 
that  they  have  faid  exprefiive  of  their  fentiments 
upon  this  head „  This ,  if  I  mifake  not ,  # 

tori  muchneeded,  and  may  be  improved  to  good 
purpofe .  Tfe  jfr&Z'i?  of  the  fact  m-  debats 
may  herefrom  be  brought  to  a  clear  and  full  de* 
termination .  *.  . 


1\F  Jhould  complain  of  it  as  a  fault,  that 
I  have  confined- myfelf  within  too  narrow  limits , 
not  going  beyond-  the  clojeoj  the  fee  end  century  ; — 
I  would  briefly  fay,  when  we  have  pa  fed  theft 
bounds,  we  have -got  into  times ,  in  which  there 
was  very  vi/ibly  a  departure  from  the  purity 
and Jimp  lie  ity  of  the  gofpeL  The  man  of  sin 
now  began  to  make  bis  appearance,  *  though  it 
:  ,  '  .  v  '  was 


A  Gentleman  of,  learning  beyond  the  Atlantic,  to  whom 
I  had  mentioned  my  confinement  of  the  .prefent  view  q£ 
Epifcopacy  within  the  two  firfi  centuries,  exprefies  hrrhfclf 
upon  it  in  thefe  words,  <c  The  third  and  following  centu- 
.ri.es  ate  ddhrvedlv  to'be  rejected  with  a  kind  of  pious  in¬ 
dignation  in.  an  enquiry  of  this  nature.  '  For  when  Confban- 
tine  had  deformed  and-  corrupted  chriftianity  ;  and  from 
being  *e-  all  glorious  within,"  had  drefied  up  the  church 
of  Thrift  in  robes  of  external  pomp,  and  made  it  all 
‘gaudy  without, vand  decked  and  adorned  it  like  the  kingdoms 
of  this  world  ;  no  wonder  that  its  native  modefty  ioo.n  be¬ 
came  painted  ;  that  it  yielded  to  the  folicitations,  and  had 
criminal  cbnverfation  with  the  princes  ol  the  earth  ;  and  by 
degrees  funk  inter  that  Mother,  of  harlots,  which  if 
at  prefent  fhews  itfelf  to  be,,  in  almoft  every  part  of  the 
world,  where  it  is  pretended  to  be  eftablifhed  by  their  power, 
and  enriched  with  their  wealth. 
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•was  in  a  gradual  way  that  he  attained  to  that 
exaltation  in  dignity  and  power, as  to  be  “  above 
all  that  is  called  god  Bejides,  if  there  are 
no  witnejfes  for  the  JirJl  two  hundred  years,  or 
infuffffcient  ones  only,  to  certify  the  truth  of  the 
fact  in  quefion,  the  great  argument  in  favor 
of  epifcopacy,  fetched  from  the  universal 

CONSENT  OF  ALL  AGES  FROM  THE  BEGIN¬ 
NING  of  Christianity,  mufi  inevitably  lo'fe 
its  forces  And  this  is  acknowledged  by  the  cele - 
krated  BiffopHoadly,  who  has  wrote,  as  fudge,  in 
the  mojl  maferly  way,  upon  this  fide  ofthecontro- 
verjy,  off'  any  who  have  handled  if.  Says  he,  -p 
u  We  do  not  argue  meerly  from  the  tefflimony  of 
“fo  late  writers  as  theje  [ferom  and  St.  Ait- 
*tffliri]  that  epifcopacy  is  of  apofolical  in - 
fitutionl  We  grant  it  doth  not  follow,  St » 
fferom  thought  fo,  therefore  it  is  fo .  But 
writers  4/’  all  ages  in  the  church  witnejs > 

‘  that  this  was  the  government  in  their  days, 
that  it  was  infituted  by  the  apofles,  and 
delivered  down  as  fuch.  All  that  we  pro¬ 
duce  St.  ferom  for  in  this  cafe  is, that  if  was 
“  in  his  time ,  and  that  he  believed  it  to  be  apo¬ 
folical,  and  received  it  as  fuch  :  but  with¬ 
out  the  teftimony  of  the  ages  before 

“  HIM 

B 

f  Reafonablenefs  of  conformity  to  the  church  of  England, 
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“  him,  I  fhould  not  efteem  this  a  fufficient 
iS  argument  that  it  was  really  fo.” 

j 

>  >  f 

I  SHALL  only  add,  that  1  have  endea¬ 
voured  to  exhibit  the  following  account  of  the 
ancient  epifcopacy,  not  only  with  honeji  impar¬ 
tiality,  but  meeknefs  and  candor,  fo  as  to  give 
no  juft  occafon  for  complaint,  that  /  have  wrote 
with  bitternefs ,  and  under  the  infuence  of  thdt 
il  wrath  of  man  which  worketh  not  the  rightouf- 
nefs  of  God."  All  I  deft re  is,  that  thofe  into 
whofe  hands  this  work  may  fall,  would  read  it 
with  like  impartiality  and  candor  ;  in  which 
cafe ,  I  may  venture  to  fay ,  they  will  be  at  no 
lofs  to  determine  on  which  fide  the  truth  lies , 
with  refpebl  to  the  fa£t,  that  is  the.fubjebi  in 
debate .  ’  ' 
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N  all  difputes  relative  to  gofpel-truth,  the 
demand  is  juft,  “  what  faith  the  fcrip- 
,ture  ?  To  the  law,  and  to  the. testimony.” 
Such  a  demand  is  eminently  proper,  when 
the  point  ip  djfpute  is  laid  to  be  nearly  and 
clofely  conne&ed  with  the  very  being  of 
chriftianity  itfclf.  The  (acred  books  of  the 
newMeftament,  if  at  all  the  rule  of  chriftian 
truth,  muff  be  allowed  to  be  fo  in  infiances 
that  are  thus  highly  intereftine  and  im- 
poitant. 

It  were  to  be  wiflied,  thefeipfpi red  books 
had  been  more  generally  honored,  as  the 
only  fufficipnt  rule  of  judgment,  by  thofe 
who  have  wrrote  in  favor  of  episcopacy, 
upon  the  plan  of  a  divine  right  ;  and 
tilie  rather,  as  they  fpeak  of  i,t,  not  meetly 
as  an  inflitution  of  the  gofpel,  but  an  eilen-« 

t  tally  neccffary  one  :  infomucb,  that  go f- 

■’  *  ‘  ’ 
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pel-ordinances  will  be  invalid,  unlefs  admi- 
niftrcd  by  thole,  who  have  beta  epifcopally 
veiled  with  holy  orders. 

\  .  v 

In  a  matter  of  inch  momentous  concern, 
they  would  not  have  acted  an  unworthy, 
part,  if  they  had  confined  their  pleas  to  the 
facsed  writings  •  producing  fuch  pafiages 
from  them  as  i’peak  to  the  point,  not  im¬ 
plicitly  and  darkly j  but  in  peremptory  and 
exprefs  terms,  fo  as  to  leave  no  lealonable  ' 
room  for  hefitation  or  doubt.  It  would  be 
difhohorary  to  the  bible,  and  a  grofs  re¬ 
flection  on  th.e  penmen  of  it,  to  call  that 
an  “  appointment  of  Chrift,”and  an  “  ef- 
fentially  necefiary’’  one,  which  is  not 
contained  in  this  facred  volume,  and  with 
fuch  elearnefs  and  precifion,  that  fober  and 
impartial  inquirers  may  readily  perceive  it 
to  be  there,  without  foreign  help  to  aflift 
their  fight.  And  yet,  fuch  help  is  made 
r.eceffary  by  epifcopal-writers.  They  fcarce 
ever  fail  of  turning  us  to  the  Fathers 
in  vindication  of  their  caufe  ;  hereby  vir¬ 
tually  refle&ing  difgrace  on  the  fcriptures, 
as  though  they  were  infufficient,  Amply  of 
themfelves,  tp  bring  this  controverfy  to 
an  iiTup, 

,  *  .  .  •  (  -  4 

V  4  <  2  ■  „  <*►  *  »  * 

We 


We  object  not  again  ft  paying  a  l;  d  u  e  re,-, 
ipecr  to  the  primitive  worthies,  who  werp 
Called  after  the  name  of-  Chrift,  and  ho¬ 
nored  that  name  by  their  faithful  labors 
in  the  fervice  of  the  gofpei.  But  we  re¬ 
member,  our  Savior  has  bid  us  “  call  no 
.mart  matter  on  earth,”  as  we  have  “  a  mat¬ 
ter  in  heaven,”  the  only  one  he  will  allow 
us  to  own  by  that  name.  We  cannot  there¬ 
fore  but  judge  it  unwarrantable  to  take  our 
fentiments,  relative  to  any  ehriftran  truth, 
from  raeer  men,  however  pious,  learned, 
or  ancient  *  or  however  aftembled  in  coun¬ 
cils  or  i'ynods.  This,  we  imagine,  would- 
be  a  dilhotvor  to  thrift,  the  founder  and 
reveaier  of  our  holy  religion.  He  has 
given  us  the  writings  of  the  evangeiifts  and 
apoftles  to  be  the  rule  of  our  faith  and 
practice  j  ‘and  it  is,  as  we  think,  fo  perfect 
and  fyffjcieftt  an  one,  that  we  have  no  need 
to  have  recourfe  to  human ,  and  therefore 
fallible,  writers,  either  ancient  or  modern  ; 
yea,  it  is  cmr  firm  perfuafion,  that  all  that, 
is  delivered  for  “  the  truth  as  it  is  in  je~ 
fus’’  by  the  fathers  "of  whatever  age, 
ftation,  country,  or  character,  ought  to  be 
judged  of  by  this  facred  and  unerring  rule  : 
and  if  what  they  fay  does  not  agree  here¬ 
with,1  there  is,  Fo  far,-  no  light  nor  truth  in 
thefti.  In 
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'  In  order  to  reconcile  the  appeal  that  h 
fo often  made  to  the  Fathers  with  that 
honor  which  is  due  to  the  fcriptures,the  epif- 
copalian-plea  is,  that  they  confider  thefe 
fathers,  not  as  judges,  but  witnejjes  only  in 
^hsir  caufe.  But  what  are  they  .brought 
to  witnefs  ?  Is  it,  that  epifcopacy  is  an 
Inftitution  of  jefus  Chrift  ?  If  this  is 
\vitnefled  to  in  the  facred  books,  of  which 
we,  having  thefe  in  our  hands,  are  as  good 
judges  as  they,  it  is  fufficient.  There  is  no 
need  of  any  foreign  teftimony.  If  it  is  not, 
no  other  teftimony  can  fupply  this  defeat. 
Are  thefe  fathers  cited  as  witnefles  to  what 
was  the  practice  in  their  day  ?  This  is 
now  generally  the  pretence.  They  may, 
lay  the  epifcopaliaps,  be  properly  appealed 
to,  in  order  to  know  the  truth  of  fact  in 
the  ages  in  which  they  lived.  And  if,  from 
tneir  unanimous  teftimony,  even  from  the 
.fir ft  days  of  chriftianity,  it  appears,  that  go¬ 
verning  and  ORDAINING  AUTHORITY 
was  exercifed  by  Bishops  only,  in  diftinc- 
tion  from  Prefbyters,  and  as  an  order  in  the 
the  church  above  them,  it  would  argue  great 
arrogance,  if  not  obftinate  perverfenefs,  to 
difpute  the  divine  original  of  epifcopacy. 
But  we  ntuft  be  excufed,  however  perverfe 
we  may  be  accounted,  if  we  cannot  bring 
7  *  '  :  *  '  • '  our. 
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ourfelves  to  think,  that  the  practice  of  the 
church,  fince  the  apoftles  days,  however 
univerfal,  will  juftify  our  receiving  that  as 
an  inftitution  of  Chrift,  and  an  eflentially 
important  one,  which  he  himfelf  hath  not 
clearly  and  evidently  made  fo,  either  in  his 
own  perfon,  or  by  thofe  infpired  writers, 
whom  he  commiffioned  and  inftrudted  to 
declare  his  will  :  nor  can  we  believe,  the 
great  author  of  chriftianity  would  have  put 
the  profeffors  of  it  to  the  difficult,  I  may 
fay,  as  to  moll  of  them,  the  impoffible  talk 
of  collecting  any  thing  effential  to  their  fal- 
vation  from  the  voluminous  records  of  an¬ 
tiquity.  We  are  rather  perfuaded,  he  has 
ordered  every  article  that  is  neceffary,  either 
in  point  of  faith  or  practice,  to  be  fo  fairly 
and  legibly  wrote  by  the  lacred  penmen,  as 
that  there  lliould  be  no  need  of  having  recourfe 
to  the  ancient  Fathers  as  witnesses,  any 
more  than  judges,  toafeertainhis  mind.  To 
fuppofe  the  contrary,  would,  in  reality  of 
conftruCtion,  fubftitue  tradition  the  rule 
of  effential  truth,  in  the  room  of  the  scrip¬ 
tures,  which  were  “  given  by  infpiration 
of  God  }”  or,  at  leaft,  make  the  former  fo 
much  a  part  of  this  rule,  as  that  the  latter, 
withoutit,  would  not  be  Efficiently  complear. 
Such  dilhonor  ought  not  to  be  caff  on 
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•jhe  one  only  ftandard  of  the  real  mind  of 
Clift#* 

Not  that  we  fnould  be  under-  any  fear^ 7 
-fttl  apprehenfion,  was  the  epifcopal-difpute 
to  be  decided  solely,  by  what  can  be  prov¬ 
ed  to  be  fact,  respecting  the  pra&ice  of 
the  church  before  the  coming  on  of  thole 
ages,  in  which  it  is  ;known  that  fuperfution; 
and  corruption  had  unhappily  got  mixed 
with  m  oft,  if  not  ah  the  .appoint  men  ts  ol 
Jefus  Chrift.  .it  has  /indeed  .been  long 
given  out,  and  of  late  with  roorepofitiye  al- 
furance  than  common,  that  within  the  two 

firft  centuries,  thofe  >purefl  and  truly  pi  lmi- 
’tive  ones,  and  all  along  through  them,  as 
-  well  as  in; after  .ages,  universal  consent 
is  juftly  pleadable  in  -  favor  or  epilcopacy. 
The  defign  pf  the  enfuing  work  is  to  put  it 
in.  the  power  of  all  intelligent  readers,  whe¬ 
ther  learned  or  unlearned,  po  judge  for  them- 

delves  in  this ;  matter  ;  and, that  they  -jnignt 
-fee  able  to  do  it.  upon. juft ,a.nd,fohdgrounds, 

not  here  and  there  ade.tached  teftimony, drop 

this  and  the  other  feledled  father,  is  brought, 
to  view,  but  the  whole,  until  towar  s.  tie 
dole  of  the  fecond  century,  they  have  all 

faid  relative  to  the ■arFairiot  Eifh9i,s-  b  c 
confent  .of  the  church,  ;.throu^h  this  lopg 


* 


I  N  T  RODUC  T  1  O  N.  vii 


and  important  period,  without  which  it  is 
impoffible  it  ihould  be  universal,  can  be 
known  at  all,  it  may  be  known  in  this  way  ; 
and  it  is' the  only  one  in  which  it  can  be 
known  with  any  degree  of  certainty.  The 
elifpute  about  epifoopacy,lo  far  as  it  depends 
upon  universal  consent,  may  be  fairly 
and  fully  determined  by  every  oneforhimfelf, 
by  what  is  herewith  offered  to  his  pcrufal. 

The  method,  according  to  which  I  pro- 
pofe  to  proceed,  is  this  eafy  and  plain  one. 
The  fathers  will  be  diffinffly  mentipned 
one  by  one,  their  characters  given,  their  writ- 
ings  fpecihed,  and  what  they  fay  relative 
to  episcopacy  faithfully  fet  down,  with 
fuch  obfervations  arid  remarks  as  may  be 
thought  needful.  And  they  will  feverally 
be  brought  to  view  in  the  order  in  which 
they  are  commonly  placed,  by  the  learned 
m  fu ejects  of  this  nature  j  or,  in  other 
words,  according  to  the  time,  in  which  it  is 
fuppofed  they  wrote.  * 

C  Only. 


It  may  be  proper  to  give  notice  to  the  reader,  that,  in  fpeci- 
>  mg  the  date  of  the  refpeftive  writings,  from  which  I.  have 
ext i  acted,  I  have  only  referred  in  general  to  the  opinion  of 
others,  verfed  in  this  kind  of  learning.  It  would  have  is- 
'  SUIiec^  a  vo^ime  of  itfelf,  to  have  fixed  the  molt  probable 
date  of  each  writing,  and  to  have  aflignfed  the  reafons,  why 
n  this  date,  rather  than  any  other  was  pitched  upon  ;  willed 
would  have  been  a  needlefs  labour  to  me,  and  of  no  benefit 
to  the  reader,  in  the  prelent  cafe, 
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Only,  before  I  proceed,  I  -would  make 
the  following  reafonable  requdi.  It  is, that 
every  one  would  keep  critically  in  view,  as 
he  goes  along,  the  specified  fact  in  dif- 
pute.  And  that  he  may  be  able  to  do  this 
without  iniftake,  I  Shall,  in  a  few  words, 
distinctly  point  it  out. 

The  Bithop,  in  whofe  defence  an  appeal 
is  made  to  antiquity,  is  not  related,  by  ids 
office,  to  a  Single  congregation  of  chrittians 
only,  with  one  or  more  Prelbyters  belong¬ 
ing  to  it  y  but  his  charge  is  a  diocess,  con¬ 
fiding  of  a  number  of  congregations,  great¬ 
er  or  lefs,  with  their  refipebtive  Prelbyters. 
The  inquiry  therefore  is,  whetherit  be  an  UNI¬ 
VERSALLY  ATTESTED  FACT,  that  epifeo- 

pacy,  in  this  fenfe,  took  place  in,  and  through, 
the  two  firft  ages  ?  A  Bifhop,  at  the  head 
of  a  number  of  congregations,  greater  or 
lefs,  is  an  officer  in  the  church  of  Chrift 
quite  different  from  the  paffor  of  a  fingle 
congregation  though  he  Should  be  called 
Bifhop,  as  being  the  Head-Presbyter,  or 
vefted  with  the  charadter  of  primus  inter 
pares.  It  Should  be  particularly  noted, 
which  of  thefe  kinds  of  epifcopacy  has  the 
voice  of  the  fpecified  antiquity  in  its  favor. 
Jt  is  willingly  left  with  every  man  of  com¬ 
mon 


tnon  underftanding, after  he  hasgone  over  the 
following  teftimonies,  to  fay,  whether  he 
t  hinks,  thatBilhops, 'after  theDioeESANMODE, 
were  known  in  the  hr  ft  ages  of  the  church  ? 

i  • 

The  Bifhop,  for  whom  the  fathers  are 
called  in  as  witnesses,  is  an  oflcer  in  the 
church  of  an  order  superior  to  that  of 
Prefbyters,  and  as  diftinki  from  it  as  the  or¬ 
der  of  Prefbyters  is  for  that  of  Deacons  ; 
the  pretence  being  this,  that  Prefbyters  were 
thought  to  have,  in  primitive  times,  no  more 
right  to  meddle  with  the  peculiar  work  of 
fifth  ops,  than  Deacons  have  to  concern 
t  hemlelves  with  the  peculiar  work  of  Pref¬ 
byters.  The  qy  eft  ion  therefore  is.  Whe¬ 
ther  it  will  appear,  from  the  following  evi¬ 
dence,  to  be  at  all  a  fact,  much  lefs  an 
universally  known,  and  certainly  atteft- 
ed  one,  that  there  were  Bi Shops,  ill  this 
fenfe,  in  any  church,  in  any  pait  of  the 
chfiftiaa  world,  within  the  two  firfl  cen¬ 
turies  ? 

..  1  •  ... 

The  Bifhop,  in  whole  favor  the  ancient 
Fathers  are  faid  univerfally  to  fpeak,  is  one 
to  whom  the  exclusive  right  of  go¬ 
vernment  has  been  committed  by  the 
appointment  of  Jefus  Chrift,  or  his  apoftles 
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S3  commiffioncd  by  him.  Says  t]ie  famous 
Bifhop  Roadly,  treating  of  the  government 
of  the  church,  as  belonging  to  bifhops  only, 
in  the  above  appropriated  fenie,  *  “  And 
here— I  think  I  may  fay,  that  we  have  as 
univerfal  and  as  unanimous  a  teftimon v 
of  all.  writers,  and  hiftorians  from  the 
apoilles  days,  as  could  reafonably  be  ex¬ 
pedited  or  neh red  :  every  one,  who  fpeaks 
of  the  government  of  the  church,  in  any 
place,  witnefiing,  that  epifcopacy  was  the 
fettled  form  ;  and  every  one,  who  hath 
occasion  to  fpeak  of  the  original  of  it, 
tracing  it  up  to  the  apoftles  clays,  and 
fixing  it  upon  their  decree. — Were  there 
only'  tefiimonies  to  be  produced,  that  this 
was  the  government  of  the  church  in  all 
ages,  it  would  be  but  reafonable  to  con¬ 
clude  it  of  apoffoiical  inftitution  ;--but 
when  we  find  the  fame  perfons  witnefiing, 
not  only  that  it  was  epifcopal,  but  that  it 
was  ofapoftolical  inftitution,  an, d  deliver¬ 
ed  down  from  the  beginning  as  fuch, 
this  adds  weight  to  the  matter,  and  makes 
it  more  undoubted.  So  that  here  are  two 
points  to  which  they  bear  witnefg,  that 
this  was  the  government  of  the  church 
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“  in  their  days,  and  that  it  was  of  apoftov 
“  heal  inftitution.  And  in  thefe  there  is 
fuch  aconftancy  and  unanimity,  that  even 
"  St.  jerom  himfeif  traces  up  epifcopacy 
u  f°  fhe  very  apoftles,  and  makes  it  of  their 
*'  inftitution.  — -*He  acids,  “  Ail  churches 
and  chrifhans,  as  far  as  we  know,  feena 
to  have  been  agreed,  in  this  point,  amidft 
ad  then-  other  differences,  as  umverfally 
**  as  can  well  be  imagined.”  One  would 
fuppofe,  from  the  peremptory  manner  in 
which  this  citation  is  exprefted,  that  the 
fact  it  affirms  was  fo  evidently  clear,  as 
to  leave  no  room  for  the  leaftdoubt.  Thoie, 
who  may  think  it  worth  while  to  look  over 
the  tejlimonies  brought  to  view,  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  pages,  will  perhaps,  by  critically  oh- 
ferving  their  real  and  juft  import,  be  fur- 
prized,  tnat  any  man  of  learning,  who  pro- 
feffes  a  regard  to  truth,  fliould  fpeak  of  it, 
and  with  fuch  a  degree  of  affuran.ee,  as  the 

UNIVERSAL  DECLARATION  OF  ALL  ACES 

from  the  apoftles,  that  epifcopacy,  in  the 
impleaded  fenfe,  was  the  form  of  go¬ 
vernment  in  the  church  in  their  dav,”  and 
that  it  was  by  “apoftolical  inftitution  -”efpe- 
cnally,  if  they  fliould  not  be  able  to  find, 
as  it  is  certain  they  will  not,  fo  much  as 
3  lingie  wnnefs,  for  two  hundred  years,. 

whofc 
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v.’hofe  evidence  is  clear,  direcf,  exprefs,  and 
full,  in  affirming,  either  that  this  was  the 
form  of  government  in  the  church,  or  that 
it  was  ever  inftittvted  by  Chrift,  or  his  aof- 
tles  :  lo  far  is  it  from  the  truth,  that  this  is 

a  FACT  UNANIMOUSLY  and  CONSTANTLY4 

testified  to,  even  from  the  beginning, 
and  through  all  ages. 

The  Bifhop,  for  the  fupport  of  vvhcfe 
claims  antiquity  is  repaired  to,  is  one  with 
whom  the  sole  power  of  ordination  is 
lodged  ;  info  much,  that  he  only  can  con¬ 
vey  holy  orders  conformably  to  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  Jefus  Chrift  ;  and  ftiould  Prefbyters 
prefume  to  do  this,  they  would  take  that 
upon  them  which  they  have  no  more  aright 
to,  than  Deacons  have  to  baptife,  or  admi- 
nifter  the  Lord’s  fupper.  This  part  of  the 
unanimous  report  of  all  ages  concern¬ 
ing  the  exclusive  right  of  Bifhops  de¬ 
fences  raoft  of  all  the  fpecial  notice  of  the 
reader  ;  and  he  is  particularly  deni  ed,  as  he 
goes  along,  to  point  out  to  himfelf,  for  his 
own  fatisfadfiott  ;  or  to  others,  for  theirin- 
formation,  any  one  among  all  the  tefti- 
monies  he  will  have  placed  before  his  view, 
that  plainly  and  directly  affirms  the  right 
of  ordination  to  be  peculiar  to  Bifhops 
as  adiftindl  order  fromPrelbyters,  and  fuperi- 

or  to  them ;  or  that  this  right  was  ever  thus  ex- 

crcifed 
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ercifed  by  them.  If  he  fhould  not  be  able  to 
do  this,  as  unqueftionably  be  will  not,  how 
ft  range  mu.ft  that  affirmation  appear,  which 
fays,  in  the  moft  pofitiv.e  terms,  not  only  that 
this  is  fact,  but  a  .fa  ft  constantly  and 
unanimously  witnefled  to  by  the  fat  hers, in 
all  ages  from  the  days  of  the  apoftles. 

The  Bifhop,  in  whofe  defence  antiquity 
is  pleaded,  is  veiled  with  the  power  of  con¬ 
firmation,  according  to  the  mode  of  the 
church  of  England  ;  and  it  is  appropriated 
to  him  as  his  right  in  diftin&ion  from  all 
others.  But  I  need  not  allure  the  reader, 
he  will  in  vain  look  to  find  it  a  fact,  with¬ 
in  the  two  fir  ft  ages,  that  Bilhops  were  ei¬ 
ther  vefted  with,  or  ever  exercifed  this  pow- 
ei.  For  lie  muft  come  down  below  thefe 
ages,  before  a  word  is  faid.bv  any  one  of  the 
lathers,  relative  to  this  fuperftitious  practice. 
Tertullian  is  the  firft  that  mentions  it ;  and 
he  mentions  likewife  fome  other  corrup¬ 
tions,  which  had  got  mingled  with  chrifti- 
anity  in  that  day. 

In  fhort,  the  queftion  in  debate,  fo  far 
as  it  relates  to  fact,  is,  not  whether 
there  were  officers  in  the  chriftian  church, 
.known  by  the  name  of  Bifhops  in  the  apo- 
ftolic  age,  and  dowm  along  through  the  twro 
firft  centuries  ?  We  join  with  the  epifcopa- 

lians 

;  ^  ,  s 
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lians  in  affirming  this  to  be  a  truth  univer- 
fally  teftined  to  in  thofe  times :  but  the  pro¬ 
per  queftion  is,  what  is  fact  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  ORDER  of  theft:  Bifnops,  and 

the  POWERS  PECULIAR  TO  THEIR  OFFICE, 

and  as  exercised  by  them  ink  ?  The  name 
of  Bifhop  is  one  thing,  and  the  power 
claimed  for,  or  exercifedby  him,  is  another. 
The  difpute  is,  not  about  the  name,  but  tha 
power  appropriated  to  it.  This  therefore 
fhould  be  heedfully  attended  to  by  all,  in 
their  examination  of  the  evidences  that  will 
be  produced ;  and  they  may,  in  this  way, 
clearly  and  fatisfaiforily  determine,  each 
one  for  himftli,  whether  it  be  at  ail  an  at- 
tefted  fact,  much  lefs  a  constant  and 

UNANIMOUSLY  ATTESTED  ONE,  from  the 

apoftles  days,  and  down  along  through  the 
two  fir  ft  ages,  as  well  as  after  ones,  that  bi- 
fhops  were  veiled  with, and  did  actually  exci¬ 
se,  the  above  fpecified  powers,  which  are  at 
this  day  claimed  for  them,  as  the  appropriate 
work  of  their  office  by  divine  appointment  t 

Having  thus  prepared  the  Way,  I  now 
SO  on  to  introduce  the  fathers,  and  point 
out  what  they  fay  upon  the  head  of  epis- 
copacy  ;  and  {hall  do  it  in  the  order  tha;. 

has  been  mentioned. 


[  "5  ] 


BAR  N  A  BAS 


E  read,  in  the  facred  books,  of 
an  eminent  convert  to  the  chrif- 
tian  faith,  under  the  name  of  Barnabas. 
If  our  Barnabas  was  this  venerable  per- 
fdn,  he  is  juftly  placed  Jirjl  among  the 
writers  in  our  propofed  colleClion.  For 
he  lived  in  the  days  of  the  apoftles,  wag 
then  a  preacher  of  the  gofpel,  and  a  fel¬ 
low-laborer  with  Paul  in  a  fpecial  million 
to  the  gentile  nations,  to  which  they  were 
both  feparated  by  e-xprefs  direction  of 
the  Holy  Ghoft.  But  whether  he  was 
this  Barnabas,  or  fome  other  perfon,  in  or 
near  the  apoftoiic  age,  who  was  called  by 
this  name,  or  chofe,  for  certain  ends,  to 
sorrow  it,  is  a  point  in  which  neither  an~ 
•dent  nor  modern  writers  are  agreed  ;  as 
we  Bvall  prefently  have  occafion  to  make 
evident.  :If  he  was  the  fcripture-Barna- 
•has,  the  belt  account  of  him  is  contain- 
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&d  in  the  new-teftament-books,  which 
every  one  is  at  liberty  to  conlult  at  his 
leifure.  If  he  was  not  this  Barnabas,  we 
can  know  nothing  about  him,  with  any 
degree  of  certainty,  but  what  may  be  col¬ 
lected  from  the  epiftle  that  goes  under 

this  name. 


I  shall  not  amufe  the  reader  with 
the  hiftoty  of  his  fuppofed  bufferings,  as 
a  martyr  for  the  caufe  of  Chrift  ;  much 
lels  with  the  mirabilia  that  are  told  of 
him,  and  with  an  air  of  too  much  faith, 
even  by  Arch-Bifhop  Wake,  as  well  as 
Dr  Cave.  For,  to  fpeak  the  truth,  I  pay 
no’  regard  to  the  idle  legandary  Jones, 
invented  by  monks,  and  other  ecclefiaftics, 
in  the  Roman  church,  after  the  vifible 
rife  of  anti-chrift,  to  impofe  upon  the 
people  to  ferve  their  own  bafe  and  wick¬ 
ed  defigns. 


Leaving  therefore  thefe  extraordina¬ 
ries,  as  not  worthy  of  notice,  I  go  on  to 
fneak  of  his  works.  Tertullian  leems  to 
£ve  been  of  the  opinion,  that  he  was 
the  author  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  j 
for  he  plainly  quotes  it  as  his  :  Jut  it  is, 
yvith  Jerom,  a  matter  of  doubt,  whether  rt 


ought  to  be  afcribed  .to  him,  or  Luke,  or 
Clement,  or  Paul.  It  does  not  appear, 
•that  Barnabas  wrote  any  thing  more  than 
an  epiftle  that  is  Bill  extant,  at  lead  in 
part,  both  in  greek  and  la  tip.  The  la- 
tin  is  thought  to  be  a  very  ancient  ver- 
fion  from  the  greek  ;  thobgK,  when,,  in. 
what  country,  or  by  what  hand,  it  ■•was 
tranflated,  none,  fo  far  as  I  can  learn,  pre~ 
tend  fo  much  as  to  conje&ure.  Neither 
the  greek  or  latin  copies  are  perfect. 
The  beginning  is  wanting  in  the  greek, 
and  the  end  in  the  Latin.  *  Dr.  Cave, 
who  was  apt  to  entertain  as  high  an  opU 
tnon  of  ancient  writings  as  they  delerve, 
defcribes  the  epiftle  of  Barnabas  in  the 
following  words.  “  The  frame  and  con- 
“  texture  of  it  is  intricate  and  oblcure, 

.  V  made  up  of  uncouth  allegories,  forced 
“  and  improbable  interpretations  of  fc»ip- 
f‘  ture  ;  though  the  main  defign  qf  it  is 
?.*  to  fhew,  that  the  chriftian  religion  has 
„  .  ,  f*  fuperfeded 


.«  -« :  t 


„  ,  /? 
i  >■,  ’  .-‘I 

"J  J-J 


\  . 


f  Dr.  Lardcner  fays  pf  this  epiftle,  It  is  entire  iji  the  h- 
tin  verlion.”  Cotelerius  declares  the  contrary.  His 
words,  are  thefe,  f  e  Vetus  antem  interpretatio  eft  imper- 
fctiz  et  mulila,  turn  p^ftim*  turn  precipue  ad  ftnem,  uhi 
pofteriora  capita  refecantur.”  The  exact  truth  is,  neither 
the  greek  or  old  latin  copies  are  complete  ;  but  as  the 
latin  cqntains  \yha{  was  wanting  ip  the  gr^ek,  and  $jje 
greek  what  was  wanting  in  the  latin,  between  them  botii 


the  epiftle  is  made  entire. 
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fuperfeded  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of 
**  the  Mofaic  law.  The  latter  part  of  it 
“  contains  an  ufeful  and  excellent  ex- 

hoitation,  managed  under  the  notion 
“  of  two  ways  ;  the  one  of  light,  the 
“  other  of  darknefs  ;  the  one  under  the 
“  guidance  of  the  angels  of  God,  the 
“  other  under  the  condubf  of  the  angels 
**  of  fatan,  the  prince  of  the  iniquity 
“  of  the  age.” 

*  '  :  t'  *  -  14  t 

* 

The  chief  difficulty,  relative  to  this 
epiftle,  is  to  know,  whether  the  fcrip- 
ture-Barnabas  was  its  author,  or  fome 
other  perfon,  really  of  this  name, or  by  ar¬ 
bitrary  affumption. 

Some  of  the  ancient  Fathers  feem  to 
have  been  of  the  mind,  that  the  Barna¬ 
bas,  who  was  Paul’s  companion,  was 
the  writer  of  it.  Clement  of  Alexan¬ 
dria  quotes  it  in  that  form,  “  fays  the 
apoftle  Barnabas.”  Origin,  in  his  anf- 
wer  to  Celfus,  gives  this  epiftle  the  title 
of  catholic,  “  the  catholic  epiftle  of  Bar- 
,  nabas  j”  which  it  is  fuppofed  he 

would  not  have  done,  had  he  not  efteem- 
ed  its  author  to  have  been  the  Barnabas, 
*  •  «»■*  ••g'  1 ”  whole 


barnaba  s. 


1.9 


whofe  memory  is  celebrated  in  the  infpired 
Writings.  Others,  among  the  fathers, 
to  fay  the  leaft,  were  in  doubt,  whether 
this  epiffle  was  wrote  by  Barnabas,  who, 
with  Paul,  was  “  feparated  to  the  work] 
whereunto  the  Holy  Ghoft  had  called 
them.”  Eufebius  and  Jerom  both  reck¬ 
on  it  among  the  “  apocryphal  books 
and  doubtlefs  for  the  fame  reafon.  What 
this  is,  we  may  learn  from  the  epiflle  of 
the  latter  of  thete  fathers  to  Lasta,  in 
which  he  fays,  •*  Thofe  books  are  apo¬ 
cryphal  that  do  not  belong  to  the  authors 
whofe  name  they  bear.” 

The  moderns  differ  likewife  in  their 
judgment.  Pearfon,  Cave,  Du-pin,  Wake, 
and  others,  fuppofe  the  fcripture-Barna- 
bas  to  have  been  the  writer  of  this  epi- 

ftle.  Cotfelerius  rather  thinks  it  was  fomc 

other  perfon  *  of  this  name,  or  that 
appeared  under  it.  f  Others  are  of 

opinion 

*  ”-»agis  -'Indino  ut  cenfetm,  non  efie  apoftoli," 

fT’  “  Crrt?  V-‘X  Credi  poteft>  <iuod  «deo  exirfil- 
us  apoftolas.-ea  fcnpferit  qua:  in  opufculo  pfefenti  con- 

n  ur  ,  coadas  ciico  allegorias,  enarrationes  fcriptura- 

rum  minus  verifimiles,  fabulas  de  animalibus,  aliaque 

f  It  may  feem  ftrange  to  many,  that  writers,  in  the'firft 

•  ages 


% 
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opinion,  it  is  utterly  unworthy  of  fo  ex¬ 
cellent  a  man  as  the  Barnabas  celebrated 
in  the  infpired  books.  Bafnage  and 
tones  have  largely  offered  their  objections 
againft  this  epiftle  as  the  genuine  work 
of  Barnabas,  the  companion  of  Paul. 
And  they  appear  to  me,  1  truly  confefs, 
to  be  unanfwerable.  It  would  carry 
me  too  far  out  of  my  -way  to  give  lb  much 
as  an  abftraft  of  thefe  objections.  I  fhall 
content  myfelf  with  only  tranfcribing  a 
few  paffages  in  this  epiftle,  as  tranflated 
by  Arch-Bifhop  Wake  }  leaving  it  with 
every  judicious  reader  to  fay,  whether  he 
can  think  it  at  all  probable,  that  fuch  a 
man  as  the  fcripture-Barnabas  is  known 
to  have  been,  could  h«tve  been  the  author 


a(res  of  chriftianity,  fiiould  appear,  not  under  their  own, 
but  the  names  of  thofe  who  were  in  high  reputauon  in 
their  day.  But  the  fa£t  is  inconteftibly  true.  Says  the 
learned  Dr.  Cave,  “  If  it  ihall  be  squired,  why  a  man 
after  much  pains,  fliould  chufe  to  publifli  his  labors  rather 
under  another  man’s  name  than  his  own  ;  tuere  needs  no 
other  aniwer,  than  that  this  has  been  an  old  trade  which 
fome  men  have  taken  up, either  be«aufe  it  was  their  humour 
.  to  lay  their  own  children  at  other  mgn  s  doors  or  to  decline 
the  cenfure  which  the  notions  they  publiihed  were  like* 
lv  toexpofe  them  to,  or  principally  to  conciliate  me 
.  greater  efteetn  and  value  for  them,  by  thruftmg  them 

forth  under  the  name  of  thofe  for  whom  the  world  have 

a  juft  regard  and  veneration."  Lives  of  the  fatpers,  p, 
,  •it,  vol.  ift* 
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Of  them  5  a  convert  to  the  faith  in  the 
days  of  Chrift  ;  one  perfonally  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  the  apoftles  ;  a  fellow-laborer 
with  them,  by  the  exprefs  appointment  of 
heaven,  in  fpreading  the  name  and  reli¬ 
gion  of  Chi  iff ;  and,  in  a  word,  one  that 
is  charaflerifed  by  an  infpired  pen  as  “  a 
good  man,  full  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and 
of  faith.”  A6ls  xi.  24. 

4  j'i 


;;  i '■  f  •  '  "  1  .  ■  •  .  . ■' 

The  paflages,  I  would  bring  to  vie  w, 
are  thefe  that  follow. 

'  /  :  ?  ■■  ,  •  ••  -'«*(■ 

,  ;r  •  ' '  *.  •  -• :  ■  -  ./  v  a 

I  *  tV  -i  -w  •  c  -f  ;  >  -f  ..  • 

Sect.  V. — “  And  when  he  chofe  his 
apoftles,  which  were  afterwards  to  pub- 
lifti  his  gofpel,  he  took  men  that  had  been 
very  great  sinners  j  that  thereby  he 
might  plainly  fhew,  “  he  came  not  to  call 

the  righteous,  but  finners  to  repentance.” 

1 

•  ■■  ■  ;  -  .  .  '  7  '  ’  .  v 

‘  *  '  .  '•  1  \  *.  -,^v 

T hi  s  paflage,  in  the  Arch-Bifhop’s 
tranflation,  may  not  appear  very  ftriking- 
ly  exceptionable  ;  but  it  really  is  fo,  both 
in  the  original  greek,  and  old  larin  verfi- 
on.  What  he  tranfiates,  “  men  that 


had  been  very  great  finners,”  is  in  the 
greek,  uper  pajan  am ar turn  anomoterous  ; 
tranflated  by  Cotelerius,  “  omni 
iniquiores,”  The  old  lattin  ver- 

fion 
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fion  has  it,  “  fuper  omne  peccatum,  pec- 
-catores  j”  in  literal  englilh,  *f  finners  be¬ 
yond  all  fin.”  It  is  readily  allowed,  the 
mode  of  diction  is  hyperbolical.  But  the 
thought  intended  to  be  conveyed  could  be 
nothing  (hort  of  this,  that  the  apo.ft.les  of 
our  Lord  had  been  “  the  worft  of  men, 
the  vilefl  of  all  finners.”  Is  this  the  truth 
of  fa<5t  ?  Will  any  thing,  in  the  new-tefta- 
ment-books,juftify  this  account  of  them  ? 
It  is  a  falfe  flanderous  report,  *  highly 
injurious  to  them  :  nor  is 

ijl  j  . .... .  ..... 

figned  for  our  Lord’s  chafing  fuch  wick¬ 
ed  men  any  other  than  an  abufeof  the 
facred  text  mentioned  in  its  fupport.  No 
fuch  reafon  was  ever  given  by  our  Lord, 
or  any  of  his  infpired  apoftles. 

Sect.  IX.— “  Under ftand  therefore, 
children,  thefe  things  more  fully,  that 
Abraham,  who  was  the  firft  that  brought 
in  circumcifion,  looking  forward  in  the 

lpirit  to  Jefus,  circumciled,  having 

♦  ’  .■•*.*  .  '  ed 

•  * 

• » >  #  ■»  * 

*  Cotelerius,  in  his  note  upon  this  pailage,  cites  the  follow¬ 
ing  words,  from  Origen  s  firft  book  agaiiift  Celfus,  to¬ 
wards  the  end,  c  extat  fane  in  Barnabss  Catholica  epi- 
ftola  fcriptum.  Inde  fortafte  Cdius  occahonem  arri- 
puit,  ut,  apoftolos  infames  et.  nequiflimos  diceret.  Tefum 
ad  apoftolicam-  functionem  elegiffe  homines  omni  miqiu- 
taje  nequiftimos.” 
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ed  the  myflery  of  three  letters.  For 
the  feripture  fays,  “Abraham  circumcifed 

THREE  HUNDRED  AND  EIGHTEEN  men. 

of  his  houfe.  But  what  therefore  was 
the  myflery  that  was  made  known  to 
him  ?  Mark,  firft  the  eighteen,  ;  and 
next  the  three  hundred.  For  the 
numeral  letters  of  ten  and  eight  arc 
I.H  •,  and  thefe  denote  Jesus.  And 
becaufe  the  cross  was  that  by  which  we 
were  to  find  grace,  therefore  he  adds, 
three  hundred,  the  note  of  which  is  T 
[the  figure  of  his  crofs].  Wherefore,  by 
two  letters, he  fignified  Jesus,  and  by  the 
third  his  cross.  He  who  has  put  the 
engrafted  gift  of  his  dodlrine  within  us 
knows,  that  I  never  taught  to  any  one  a 
more  certain  truth  :  but  I  trufl  that  ye 
are  worthy  of  it.”  ' 

<  0 

Sect.  X.  “  But  why  did  Moles  fay, 

“  Ye  fhall  not  eat  of  the  fwine,  neither 
die  eagle, nor  the  hawk,  nor  the  crow,  nor 
any  filh  that  has  not  a  fcale  upon  him  ?” 

1  anlwer,  that,  in  the  fpiritual  fenfe,  he 
comprehended  three  dodlrines  that  were 
to  be  gathered  from  thence.  Befides 
w'hrch  he  fays  to  them  in  the  book  of 
Deuteronomy,  «  and  I  will  give  my  ffa- 

E  tutes 
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lutes  unto  this  people.”  Wherefore,  it 
is  not  the  command  of  God  that  they 
fhould  not  eat  thefe  things  j  but  Mofesin 
the  fpirit  fpake  to  them.  Now,  “  the 
fowhe  forbad  them  to  eat”;  meaning  thus 
much,  thou  {halt  not  join  thyfelf  to  iuch 
perfons  as  are  like  unto  fwine.---“  Nei¬ 
ther  {halt  thou  eat  of  the  hare.”  To 
what  end  ?  To  lignily  this  to  us,  thou 
{halt  not  be  an  adulterer,  nor  liken  thy¬ 
felf  to  fuch  perfons.  For  the  hare  eve¬ 
ry  year  multiplies  the  places  ofitsconcep- 
tion  ;  and  as  many  years  as  it  lives,  fo 
many  it  has.  “  Neither  {halt  thou  eat 
of  the  hyaena  ;”  that  is,  again,  be  not  art 
adulterer,  nor  a  corrupter  of  otheis,  nei¬ 
ther  be  like  unto  fuch.  And  wherefore 
fo  ?  Becaufe  that  creature  every  year 
changes  its  kind,  and  is  fometimes  male, 
and  fometimes  female.  For  which  caufe 
alfohejuftly  hated  the.weefel  j  to  the  end 
they  {hould  not  be  like  fuch  perfons, 
who  with,  their  mouths  commit  wicked- 
nefs,  by  reafon  of  their  uncleannefr-;  nor 
join  themfelves  with  thofe  impure  wo¬ 
men,  who  with  their  mouths  commit 
wickednefs ;  becaule  that  animal  con¬ 
ceives  wjth  its  mouth.”  Mofes  therefore 
{peaking  as,  concerning  meats,  de|^red 
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indeed  three  great  precepts  to  them  in  the 
fpiritual  fignification  of  thofe  commands. 
But  rhey,acco:  ding  to  the  defires  of  theflefh, 
underftood  him  as  if  he.had  only  meant  it  of 
meats.  And  therefore  David  took  aright 
the  knowledge  of  his  threefold  command, 
faying  in  like  manner  ■,  “  blefied  is  the 
man  that  hath  not  walked  in  the  coun- 
fel  of  the  ungodly  fi’  as  the  fifhes  before 
mentioned  in  the  bottom  of  the  deep  in 
darknefs  :  “  nor  flood  in  the  way  of 
farmers  as  they  who  feem  to  fear  the 
Lord,  but  yet  fin  as  the  fow.  “  And 
hath  not  fat  in  the  feat  of  the  fcorners 
as  thofe  birds  who  fit  and  watch  that  they 
may  devour.  Here  you  have  the  law 
concerning  meat  perfectly  fet  forth,  and 
according  to  the  true  knowledge  of  it. 

TiiESE  pall  ages  are  only  a  very  final! 
part  of  thofe,  in  which  the  feriptures  are 
placed,  in  this  epiflle,  in  a  moft  ludicrous 
point  of  light.  It  is,  as  I  imagine,  be¬ 
yond  the  power  of  man  to  reconcile  finch 
trifling,  uncouth,  romantic  explications 
of  the  holy  word  of  God,  with  the  excel¬ 
lent  character  it  has  given  us  of  the  apof- 
tolic-Barnabas. 

'•  v  ••  *  *  ■>  *  * 

<  ^  I  .  *•>  ■  *  ■  ,  r  *  vl,  ' 

I  shall  only  add, no  mention  is  made,, 

in  this  epiflle,  of  Bifhops,  or  Prefbyters  ; 

nor 
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nor  the  leaft  hint  given,  from  whence  it 
may  be  collected,  what  was  this  writer’s 
opinion  about  either  of  them.  Both 
the  greek  and  latin  copies  are  absolutely 
filent  with  reference  to  every  thing  con¬ 
troverted  between  the  episcopalians  and 
prefbyterians  :  for  which  reafon  I  have 
Said  lefs  of  this  primitive  writer,  than 
might  otherwife  have  been  proper.  I 
Shall  obferve  the  fame  rule,  relpedling 
thofe  other  fathers,  whofe  writings  have 
not  reached  us,  or  contain  nothing  in 
them  to  the  purpofe  of  the  argument  we 

are  upon. 


DIONYSIUS 


DIONYSIUS  AREOPAGITA. 


THIS  Dionyfius  is  ftiled  the  areopa- 
gite,  partly  to  diftinguifli  him  from 
feveral  others  of  the  fame  name  ;  but 
principally becaufeheisthuspointed  out  by 
theinfpired  writer  of  the  book  of  the  ads. 

The  areopagite-fenate,  fo  denomina-- 
ted  from  the  famous  areopagus,  a  court- 
houfe,  built  upon  a  hill  in  Athens,  was 
the  moft  facred  and  venerable  tribunal  in 
Greece.  All  the  greater  and  more  capi¬ 
tal  caufes  were  brought  before  it ;  efpe- 
cially  matters  of  religion,  blafphemy  a- 
gainft  the  gods,  and  contempt  of  the  ho¬ 
ly  myfteries.  Dionyfius  is  fuppofed  to 
have  been  one  of  the  judges,  when  Paul 
was  arraigned  before  this  fenate,  as  “  a 
fetter  forth  of  ftrange  gods”  for  “  preach¬ 
ing  Jefus  and  anaftafis,”  or  the  refurrec- 
tion.  It  is  faid,  and  upon  juft  grounds, 
that  he  was  converted  by  this  apoftle, 
while,  in  the  midft  of  mars-hall,  he  made 
the  addrefs  to  the  men  of  Athens,  recor¬ 
ded 


! 
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ded  in  the  17th  Chapter  of  the  A&s.  For 
though  we  are  told,  that  “  fome  mock¬ 
ed”  at  this  preaching j  it  is  alfo  affirmed, 
that  “  certain  men  believed,  among  the 
which  was  Dionyfius  the  areopagite. 

A£ts  xvii.  32,  34. 

Nothing  more  is  recorded,  in  the  fa- 
cred  books,  concerning  this  truly  primi¬ 
tive  father.  Eufebius  fays,  “  he  was 
the  fir  ft  Bifliop  of  Athens  ;  and  intro¬ 
duces  Dionyfius  of  Corinth  mentioning 
the  fame  thing.  *  No  further  notice  is 
taken  of  him,  until  we  come  to  ages  re¬ 
mote  from  that  in  which  he  lived  ;  on 
which  account  no  great  regard  is  to  be 
paid  to  the  commendations  that  are. there 
bellowed  on  him,  in  the  higheft  ftrains  o, 
hyperbolical  language. 


Numerous  are  the  writings  faid  to  be 
left  by  this  Dionyfius  ;  for  w.uch  rea- 
fon  only  I  have  given  him,  among  the 
other  fathers,  a  place  in  this  work.  Some 
there  are  who  ftrenuoufiy  plead  for  theie 
writings  as  genuine  ;  though  it  is  uni- 
verfally  thought  by  proteftants,  and  by 
fome  of  fame  even  in  the  roman  commu¬ 
nion,  that  they  are  faifeiy  attributed  o 


*  H.  E.  Lib.  3-  cap-  4-  lib-  4*  caP- 
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him.  None  have  wrote  more  largely,  or 
with  greater  learning,  in  proof  of  their 
being  fpurious,  than  Monfieur  D’aille  ■ 
who  has  faid  enough  to  convince  all,  that 
are  capable  of  conviction,  that  this  is 
their  true  character.  The  learned  Du- 
pin  not  only  entertained  this  opinion  of 
them,  but  has  faid  that  which  is  abun¬ 
dantly  fufficient  to  lead  others  into  the 
fame  judgment  about  them.  I  fhall  here 
tranfcribe  one  of  the  many  arguments,  he 
has  ufed  to  evidence  their  being  fuppofi- 
titious ;  and  I  have  feleCtedthis  for  a  rea- 
fon  that  will  obvioufly  be  fuggefted  to  the 
reader,when  he  fees  what  may  be  offered  re¬ 
lative  to  the  writings  of  another  father.held 
in  great  reputation,  at  leaft  among  fome„ 

"  •  '  i  ■  ■  *  •  ’  .  .  .  '  ,  •  j  /■■■■■■  - 

c  *  1  ’  ■*  t  *■->  ;  *  **  i* 

His  argument  is  this  ;  “  The  manner 
“  of  the  firft  appearing  of  thefe  books 
“  ought  to  be  fufpe&ed.  •  For  it-is  cer- 
“  tain,  that,  being  unknown  to  all  anti- 
quity,  they  were  firft  quoted  by  the  feve- 
“  rian  heretics,  in  a  conference  holden  be- 

t  '  j  ,«  .  ■  t 

“  tween  them,  and  the  orthodox  Bifhops 
te  at  Conflantinople,  in  the  palace  of 
“  the  emperor  yuJUnian,  532  years  after 
“  the  nativity  of  Jefus  Chrift.  The  fi- 
lence  of  all  the  ancient  ecclefiaftical 

“writers 

.■/»  4  .  •  v. 
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writers  is,  without  doubt,  a  very  great 
“  prejudice  to  them  ;  for  who  can  ima- 
“  gine,  that  fo  conficlerable  an  author  a3 
“  St.  Denys  (if  thefe  books  had  been  real- 
“  ly  compofed  by  him)  fhould  have  been 
“  unknown  to  Eufebius  and  St.  Jerom  ? 
“  And  who  can  believe,  that,  if  they  had 
“  known  them,  they  fhould  take  no  no- 
“  tice  of  them,  when  they  compofed  an 
“  exaft  catalogue  of  all  the  authors,  of 
“  whom  they  had  any  knowledge  ;  not 
“  omitting  even  thole  that  had  fo  little 
“  reputation,  that  they  were  fcarcely 
“  heard  of  in  the  world  ?  Is  it  poffible 
“  that  Eufebius,  in  making  mention  of 
“  Dionyfius  the  aropagite,  in  two  feveral 
“  places,  fhould  not  have  obferved,  ac- 
“  cording  to  his  ufual  method,  that  he 
“  had  written  feveral  books  f  St.  jerom, 
“  in  his  epiftle  toMagnus,  doth  not  omit 
“  the  teftimony.  of  one  fingle  author  to 
“  prove,  that  it  is  lawful  to  make  ufe  of 
“  prophane  books  ;  whereas  the  wri- 
“  tings  of  St.  Denys  might  have  ferved 
“  as  a  notable  proof.  Why  then  doth 
“  he  not  fpeak  fo  much  as  one  word  con-' 
“  cerning  them  ?  He  gives  us  an  ac- 
“  count,  in  his  catalogue,  of  Qu_adratus 
“  Bilhop  of  Athens,  and  of  Ariftides 

“  the 
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*'  the  athenian  philofopher  ;  is  it  p0f- 
“  fible,  that  St.  Denys  fhould  be  tnoreob- 
“  fcure  than  thefe  two  writers,  or  lefs 
efteemed  by  St.  Jerom  ?  How  could  it 
“  happen,  that  all  the  ancient  writers 
“  mention  St.  Dionyfius  the  areopagite, 
as  Dionyfius  Corinthius,  St-  Chyfp- 
Rom,  St  Ambrofe,  Sr.  Auguftine, 
“  arid  the  author  of  the  dialogues  afcri- 
“  bed  to  St.  Csefarius,  the  brother  of  St. 
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Gregory  Nazianzen,  fhould  give  us  no 
intimation  of  thefe  books  ?  In  fhort, 
why  were  thefe  books,  which  contain 
many  things  relating  to  the  doctrine 
and  difcipline  of  the  chriftian  church, 
and  that  .would  have  been  of  great  au* 
thority,  as  proceeding  from  lb  ancient 
and  confiderable  an  author  as  St.  Di— 
onyfius  the  areopagite,  never  cited  ei- 
ther  for,  or  againft  any  heretic,  or  for 
l.  illustration  of  any  point  of  dif- 
ciphne  before  the  fixthr  age  of  the 
church  ? 


The  writings  fallely  atributed  to  DU 
onylius  the  areopagite  are  as  follow.  A 
book^”  concerning  the  celeftial  hierar¬ 
chy  ;  another  of  “  the  divine  names," 
another  of  «*  myftical  divinity  ten 
-  *  '  F  epiftles  t, 
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epiOles  ;  four  to  4C  Caios,  one  t6 
€(  Dorotheus,”  another  to  “  Sofipater, 
another  to  “  Polycarpi”  another  to  “  De- 
mophiins/’  another  to  “  Titus,”  another 
to  “  John  the  eva'n  gelid.”  Thefe  have 
been  printed,  and  reprinted,  both  in  greek 
and  latin,  in  many  parts  ofEurope.  Du- 
pin  fays,  feveral  other  books  were  compo- 
ied  by  this  author,  and  quoted  by  him* 
felf  ;  iuch  asabook  concerning  “  lymbo- 
Jical  knowledge;”  another  of  “  the  foul ; 
another  of  “  divine  hymns another  of 
the  “  juft  judgment  of  God  ;  another  of 
*<  thofe  things  that  are  underftood  by  the 
mind,  and  that  may  be  perceived  by  the 
denies. ’’-“But  thefe  are  all  loft* 

These  books,  as  Johannes  Scotus, 

firft  tranflator  of  them  into  latin,  tells  ns; 

are  infinitely  intricate  and  perplexed,  fat 

beyond  the  reach  of  modern  apprehen- 

jion,  and  which  few  are  able  to  pierce  in- 

to,  by  reafon  of  the  fublinnty  of  the  my  1- 

teries  whereof  they  treat.  And,  as  Dr. 

Cave  juftly  andjudidouflyobferves,“  Who- 

«  ever  was  their  genuine  parent,  oi  up* 

“  on  what  account  foever  he  wrote  them* 

.<  it  is  plain,  that  he  laid  the  foundation 

#*  of  a  myftical  and  unintelligible  dm- 
-  * -  ■  ,  ■  *J  nity 
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/*  nity  among  chriftians,  and  ’that  liencq 
“  proceeded  all  thole  wild  relic  rule  a  a 
“  notions,  which  forae  men  are  (o  fond 
“  of,  and  the  life  and  practice  whereof 
“  they  cry  up  as  the  very  foul  and  per- 
“  fetftion  of  the  chriftian  religion.  And 
“  that  this  author  does  immediately  mi- 
nifter  to  this  defign,  let  the  reader 
**  judge  by  , one  inftance,  and  I  allure  him 
none  of  the  moft  obfeure  and  intricate 
“  palfages  in  thefe  books.”  This  inftance 
&  gives  os,  as  he  himself  declares,  ex- 
prefled  word  for  wor.d.  Jt  is  as  follows; 
God  is  hnoyvn  in  all  things,  apd  without 
all  things.  He  is  Jcnq\yn  by  knowledge, 
and  by  ignorance.  There  is  hoth  a  co- 
“  gitation  of  him*  and  a  word,  and  a  Tci~ 
“  ence,  and  a  touch,  and  a  fen. fe,  and  an 
#<  opinion,  and  a  name,  and  all  other 
things ;  and  yet,  he  is  neither  thought,, 
nor  fpoken,  nor  named.  He  is  not  any 
thing  of  thofe  .things  that  are,  nor  is  he 
known  in  any  of  the  things  that  are ;  he 
is  both  all  things  in  all,  and  nothing  in 
nothing;  out  of  all  things  he  fe  known 
to  all,  and  out  of  nothing  to  nothing, 
**  Thefe  are  the  things  which  vve  rightly 
f‘  difeourfe  concerning  God.  And  this 
tf  again  is  the  moft  divine  knowledge  of 
'  ■  '  .  Gad 
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God,  that  which  is  known  by  ignorance, 
according  to  the  union  that  is  above  un- 
derftandingj  when  the  mind  getting  at 
4<  a  diftance  from  all  things  that  are,  and  ha- " 
“  ving  difmiffed  itfelf,  is  united  to  thofe 
fuperilluftrious  beams  from  whence,  and 
where,  it  is  enlightened  in  the  unfa- 
thomable  depths  of  wifdop.^ 


a 


C< 


“  More  of  this,  (fay  the  Do£for,)  and 
f«  the  like  fluff  is  plentifully  fcaitered  up 
«*  and  down  thefe  books.  And  if  this  be 
c‘  r^>t  myflical  and  profound  enough,  I 
s‘  know  not  what  is  $  and  which  certainly 
any  man,  but  one  well  verfed  in  this  fort 
“  of  theology,  would  look  upon  as  ftrange 
®*  jargon  of  nonfenfe  and  con  tradition. 
*'  And  yet,  this  is  the  height  of  devotion 
f.‘  and  piety,  which  fome  men  earneftly 
f‘  prefs  after,  and  wherein  they  glory  :  as 
d<  if  a  man  could  not  truly  underftand  the 
**  myfteriesof  religion,  until  he  had  re- 
figned  his  reafon  j  nor  be  a  chriftian, 
**  without  firft  becoming  an  enthufiaft, 
nor  be  able  to  fpeak  fenfe,  unlefs  in  a 
*f  language  which  none  can  underftand.” 
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jSKr  t bar  after,  writings,  teJUmonies  from 
them  with  obfervations,  and  remarks . 


*  iPHIS  Hernias  has  fometimesfeeen  mil- 
A  takenfor  Hermes,  brothertoPiusI.  aii 
ecclefiaitic  beyond  the  middle  of  the  feconcl 
century.  The  author  of  the  *«  pontifi¬ 
cal’*  fathered  upon  EXamafus,  the  pre¬ 
tended  “  decretals  of  the  Bilhops  of 
Rome,”  together  with  fome  other  ancient, 
as  well  as  modern  writers,  have  fallen  in¬ 
to  this  error,  as  Du-pin  calls  it,  and  has, 
in  common  with  many  other  learned 
men,  proved  it  to  be,  from  all  the  primi¬ 
tive  fathers,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Ter- 
fullian,  Origin,  Eufebius,  and  Jerom  ? 
who  always  call  him  Her  mas  never  Her* 
vies..  ' 

It 
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It  is  unqueftionable,  that  there  was? 
in  the  firft  age,  a  perfon  of  this  name  p 
as  the  apoftle  Paul,  among  other  cbriftians 
at  Rome,  falutes  Hennas  by  name.  *  If 
is  certain  alfo,  that  fevcral  of  the  fathers 
thought  the  fcripturc-Hermas  to  be  the 
fame  with  him,  of  whom  we  are  fpeak? 
ing.  Thi§  was  the  opinion  of  Origin, 
Eufebius,'  and  Jerom,  But  that  he  was 
really  this  perfon,  is  not  certain  :  nor 
have  we  any  particular  account  of  his 
Juft'  character  j  where  he  lived  *  what  he 
idid  in  promoting  the  caufe  of  Chrift  } 
when,  how,  and  in  what  place,  he  died. 
Arch-Bifhop  Wake,  from  fome  paffages 
in  his  if  P  aft  or,"  mentions  feveral  things, 
hy  way  of  conjeaure,  defcriptive  of  him  y 
but,  as  the  more  ancient  records  are  fi- 
leot  about  him,  I  ftjali  pafs  from  his 
perfpn  to  his 

Writings, 

*  -  •  ' 

And  we  have  no  account  of  any  thing 
he  ever  wrote,  but  only  the  book  en¬ 
titled,  “  Paftor  i”  than  which,  per¬ 
haps,  no  piece  is  more  frequently  menti- 
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oned  in  antiquity.  And  yet,  it  is  not 
eafy  to  fay,  what  its  authority  was  in 
thofe  days.  Irenaeus  feems  to  quote 
it  under  *  “  the  name  of  i'cripture.'* 
Clement  of  Alexandria  introduces  a  ci- 
tation  from  it  in  that  language,  -f  “  the 
power  which  Ipake  divinely  to  Hernias 
by  revelation."  Tertullian,  before  his 
profelling  himfelf  a  montanift,  fpeaks 
of  it,  if  not  with  any  high  encomium, 
yet  without  intimating  a  fufpicion  as  if  it 
was  of  no  good  authority.  Origin  calls  it 
J  “  a  very  uleful  writing, and  in  his  opini¬ 
on  divinely  infpired.  Eufebius  brings  it 
in  doubted  of,  as  to  its  “  canonical  au¬ 
thority  but  allows  that  it  was  received 
as  a  “  juftifiable  book,  publicly  read  in 
the  churches,  and  quoted  by  ancient  au¬ 
thors.”  Jerom  ftiles  it,  “  a  truly  profi¬ 
table  book,  cited  by  the  greek  fathers.” 

■ 

*  4S  *.•  *  v/  J?  -»  •  H-  -i.  -  •  -  •  ...  •  4* 

But  notwithftanding  all  this,  it  is 
fometimes  even  defpifed  as  a  work  of  no 
value  ;  and  this,  by  fome  of  the  very  per- 
fbns  above-named.  Tertullian,  after  his 


*  "  Bene  ergo  prominciavit  feriptura.” 

"  Theios  to  Erma  meta  apokaluplin  laloufa." 
i  “  Valde  tnihi  utiiis  videtur  et,  ut  puto,  divinitus 
infpirata.’’ 
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being  infe&ed  with  the  monaftical  errors, 
fpeaks  of  it  in  language  denoting  the 
high  eft  contempt.  It  was  fays  he,  * 
u  reje&ed  by  all  the  churches  as  a 
falfe  and  fpurious  writing.”  Origin  fome- 
times  makes  the  fuppofition,  -j*  “  if  it  be 
a  book  to  be  received  j  ”  and  mentions 
it  moreover,  1*  as  defpiled  by  fome.”  Je- 
rom  calls  it  $  “  an  apocryphal  book,  to 
be  condemned  for  the  folly  contained  in 
it.”  Such  difficulty  is  there  in  afcer- 
taining  the  true  eftimate  put  upon  this 
writing  in  ancient  times. 

Nor  are  the  moderns'  united  in  the 
fudgment  they  pafs  on  it.  They  are  in¬ 
deed  unariimoufly  agreed  to  renounce  it 
as  “  a  canonical  book  yet,  they  differ 
widely  in  the  Value  they  exprefs  for  it. 
Some  receive  it  with  refpe£t,  as  “  a  vene¬ 
rable  ancient  piece  while  others  look 
upon  it  as  of  **  little  worth.”  The  learn  ¬ 
ed  Du-pin  gives  that  account  of  it,  “  It 
«  hath  not  been  io  much  valued  by  mo- 
“  dern  authors ;  and  there  are  very  few, 

“  at 

*  Ab  omnio  concilio  ecciefiarera  inter  apocrypha  and 

fal'fa  judicaretur.”  ^  #  M 

;  f  “  SI  cuitamcn  libelltis- ille  recipiendus  videtur. 

J  “  Liber  ills  apocryphus  ftultitia  condemn andus 
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at  present,  that  commend  it,  or  that 
have  the  lame  regard  to  it  as  thofethat 
lived-in  tjie  primitive  ages  of  ths 
church.  And  indeed,  if  we  may  judge 
uy  the  method  according  to  which  it  is 
wrote,  and  by  tne  things  therein  con- 
tamed,  it  does  not  feem  to  deferve  much 
efteem.^  The  fir  ft  parr,  entitled,  “  the 
vifions,  isrullof  many  revelations  that 
are  explained  to  Her  mas-  by  “a  wo¬ 
man”  representing  the  church.  They 
ail  i  elate  to  the  (fate  of  the  church, 
and  the  manners  of  chriftians.  The 
iecond  part,  which  is  mart  ufcful,  is 
called  “  the  ordinances,”  wherein  ars 
comprifed  diverfe  precepts  of  morality, 
and  pious  inftru&ions,  which  the 
pallor,  or  “  angel  of  Hennas”  pre- 
feribes  to  him.  The  third  part  is  cal¬ 
led,  the  “  limilitudes,”  becaufe  it  be¬ 
gins  with  feveral  “  fimilies,”  or  com- 
parifons,  and  concludes  with  vifions. 
Thefe  thiee  boosts  compretiend  very 
many  moral  inftruciions  concerning 
the  practice  of  chriftian  virtues  ;  but 
the  great  number  of  vifions*  allegories* 
and  fimilitudes,  make  them  tedious. 
And  all  thele  moral  truths  would,  in 
my  opinion,  have  been  more  ufeful,  if 

G  '  .  •  -  ths 
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««  the  author  had  propounded  them  fim- 
“  ply,  as  the  apoftles  had  dope  in  their 
“  epiftles.” 

This  work  was  penned  in  greek  ; 
though  we  have  now  extant  only  an  old 
latin  verfion.  Barthius  fuppoles  it  not 
to  have  been  tranflated  until  the  days  of 
jerom,  becaufe  that  writer  fpeaks  of  it  as 
«  much  ufed  among  the  greeks,  but 
fcarce  known  to  the  latins”  But  Cote- 
lerius  herein  oppofes  him,  proving  it  to 
have  been  read,  by  feveral  of  the  latins 
before  the  age  of  Jerom;  and  probably 
they  read  it  in  the  prefent  tranflation  : 
though  it  is  not  known,  at  this  day, 
by  whom  it  was  made  :  nor  can  the 
time  of  writing  this  “  pallor”  be 
brought,  with  certainty,  to  an  cxatt 
period.  Arch-Bifhop  Wake  places  it 
the  laft  piece  but  one  in  his  “  apofto- 
lical  fathers.”  He  might  probably  think 
it  was  wrote  after  the  epiftles  of  Igna¬ 
tius  and  Polycarp.  But  it  is  moil  common¬ 
ly  fuppofed  to  have  been  wrote  much 
fooner.  Some  place  its  date  about  the 
year  90,  a  little  before  the  diocleftan 
perfecution  which  he  is  thought  to  re- 
jter  to  in  his  “  fourth  vifion.”  Others 
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are  perfuaded,  it  was  wrote  fooner  yet, 
before  the  deiirudfion  of  Jerufalem, 
and  not  many  years  after  fome  of  the 
epiftles  of  the  apoitle  Paul.  Of  this  opi¬ 
nion  was  the  learned  Dodwell ;  and  he 
fays  that  in  defence  of  it,  which  is  well 
worthy  of  confideration. 

t  •  t 

Testimonies  from  Hermas. 

Vis.  II  Se£l.  II. — <e  Thoufhalt  there¬ 
fore  fay  to  thofe  who  are  over  the  church, 
*  that  they  order  their  ways  in  .  rigbte- 
oufnefs,  that  they  may  fully  receive  the 
promife  with  much  glory.” 

Vis.  ibid.  Se6t.  IV. — se  After  this  I 
faw  a  vifion  at  home  in  my  own  houfe, 
and  the  old  woman,  whom  I  had  feen 
before,  came  to  me,  and  alked  me,  whe- 
therl  had  yet  delivered  -j~  her  book  to  the 
elders  of  the  church.  £  And  I  anfwered, 

I 

’  .  j. 

*  Qui  pnefunt  eecleliaj. 

f  In  the  common  copies  it  is,  <c  Si  j&tto  libelliffli  dediflerw 
feniorib^s.”  But  Arch-Biihop  Wake  fays,  the  word 
“  fuum”  is  added  in  the  Lambeth  M.  $.  according  to 
which  he  has  here  given  the  tranilation. 

%  The  words,  of  the  church/’  are  not  in  the  original,  and 
therefore  printed  by  the  Arch-Bithop  in  italic  to  gWg 
notice  of  it/*  *  ** 


A 
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1  had  not  yet.  She  replied,  thou  haft  well 
done  ;  for  I  have  certain  words  more  to  tell 
thee.  And  when  1  (hall  have  finifhed  all 
the  words,  they  fhall  be  dearly  undei- 
ftood  by  the  elect.  And  thou  (halt  write'* 
two  books,  and  Tend  one  to  Clement,  and 
one  to  Grapte.  For  Clement  lhall  fend 
it  to  the  foreign  cities,  becaufe  it  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  him  to  do  fb.  But  Grapte 
fhall  admonifh  the  widows  and  orphans. 
But  thou  (halt  read  in  this  city  with  the 
elders  of  4  the  church.”  ‘ 

Vis.  III.  Se£h  V.  “  Ffear  now  con¬ 
cerning  the  ftones  that  are  in  the  build¬ 
ing.  The  fquare  and  white  ftones,  £ 
which  agree  exactly  in  their  joynts,  are 
the  apoftles,  and  bifhops,  and  dodors, 

and 

*  (<  Scribes  ergo  duos  ljbellos,  et  mittes  unum  Clement!,  et 
unum  Greptae.  Mittet  autem  Clemens  in  exteras1  civita- 
tes  ;  illi  enim  perm  iffum  eft.  Grapte  autem  commone- 
bit  viduas,  et  orphanos.  Tu  autem  leges  in  hac  civitate 
dim  fenioribus  qui  prcefunt  eccldiae.” 

The  reader  is  defired  to  take  notice,  that  the  original 
words,  6£  qui  pradiint,”  are  totally  disregarded  by  the 
'Arch-Bifhop  in  his  tranflation  here.  Could  he  have  left 
out  the  import  of  thefe  words,  without  defign  ?  And 
could  he  have  any  other  defign,  than  to  keep  it  out  of 
fight,  that,  according  to  Hennas,  Elders  or  Preibyters  were 
theperfons  who  presided,  or  were  set  over 
t.  the  church.  1  . 

J  **  Lapides  quidem  ill!  quadrati,  et  albi,  convenientes  in 
commifturis  fuis,  ii  funt  apoftoli,  et  epifopi,  et  dcclores 
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and  minifters,  who,  through  the  mercy 
of  God,  have  come  in,  and  governed,  and 
taught,  and  miniftred  holily  and  modeft- 
]y,  to  the  elect  of  God,  both  that  arc 
fallen  aileep,  and  which  yet  remain,  and 
have  always  agreed  with  them,  and  have 
had  peace  within  themfelves,  and  have 
heard  each  other, v 

f  f 

Vis.  ib.  Se£f.  IX.- — “  Ye  that  are 
more  eminent,  fearch  out  thofe  that  are 
hungry,  whilft  the  tower  is  yet  unfinifh- 
ed.  For  when  the  tower  fhall  be  finifh- 
ed,  ye  fhall  be  willing  to  do  good,  and 
fhall  not  find  any  place  in  it.  Beware 
therefore,  ye  that  glory  in  your  riches, 
left  perhaps  they  groan  who  are  in  want, 
and  their  fighing  come  up  unto  God,  and 
ye  be  fhi.it  out  with  your  goods  without 
the  gate  of  the  tower.  Behold  I  *  now 
warn  you  who  are  fet  over  the  church, 
and  love  the  higheft  feats ;  be  not  like  un¬ 
to  thofe  that  work  mifchief.— -Take  heed, 
my  children,  that  your  d;ffen{ions  de¬ 
prive  you  not  of  your  lives.  £iow  will 

.  ye 

mlnliiri,  qui  ingrefli  funt  in  dementia  Dei,  et  epif- 

cop  a  turn  gdTerunt,  et  edocuerunt,  et  miniftraverunt 
fancte.” 

*  ^u.nc  itaque  vobis  dico  qui  pntfunt  ecdefise,  et  amatisr 
*priirio$  confefTu$  ;  nolite— -r  - 
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ye  inftruft  the  eleft  of  God,  when  ye 
yourfelves  want  correftion  ?  Wherefore 
admonifh.  one  another,  and  be  at  peace 
among  yourfelves,  that  I,  Handing  before 
your  father,  may  give  an  account  for  you 
unto  the  Lord.” 


Command.  XI.  Se£L  III.  “  Hear  now 
concerning  the  earthly  fpirit,  which  is 
empty,  and  foolife,  and  without  virtue. 
And  firft  of  all,  the  man  who  is  fuppofed 


to  have  this  fpirit  ^exalteth  hi  mi  elf,  and 
defires  to  have  the  firft  feat,  and  is  wick¬ 


ed,  and  full  of  words  j  and  fpends  his 
time  in  pleafure,  and  in  ail  manner  of 
voluptuoufnefs,  and  receives  the  reward 
of  his  divination.” 

* 


Simil.  VIII.  Sea.  VII.— “As  forthofe 
who  had  their  rods  green,  but  yet  cleft  ; 
they  are  fuch  as  were  always  faithful  and 
good,  but  they  -j*  had  fome  envy  andftrife 
among  themfelves  concerning  dig¬ 
nity  and  prcheminence.  Now  all  fuch  are 

vain. 


*  “  Exaltat  enim  fe,  et  vult  primam  cathredram  ha*, 
bere.” 

“  Habentes  inter  fe  quandam  invidiam  et  contenti- 
onem  de  principatu,  et  dignitate.  Verum  oirmes  hu- 
jufmodi  infpientes  funt  et  fatui,  qui  habent  inter  le 
emulationem  de  principatu.** 
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vain,  and  without  underftanding,  as  con¬ 
tend  with  one  another  about  thele  things. 
Never thelefs,  feeing  they  are  other-wife 
good,  if,  when  they  lliall  hear  thefe  com¬ 
mands,  they  fhail  amend  themfelves,  and 
fhail,  at  my  perfuafion,  fuddenly  repent  j 
they  fhail  at  laft  dwell  in  the  tower,  as 
they  who  have  truly  and  worthily  re¬ 
pented.  But,  if  any  one  fhail  again  re¬ 
turn  to  his  diflentions,  he  fhail  be  fhut 
out  of  the  tower,  and  lofe  his  life.  For 
the  life  of  thofe,  who  keep  the  command¬ 
ments  of  the  Lord,  confifts  in  doing  what 
they  are  commanded  ;  *  not  in  principa¬ 
lity,  or  in  any  other  dignity.” 

•  .  •  »  ,  r  <+,-■  *  £  S  *  •  i  ; 

Simil.  IX.  Sefl:.  XV. — But,  fir, 
what  were  taken  out  of  the  deep,  and 
fitted  into  the  building  ?  The  ten,  laid 
he,  which  were  placed  at  the  foundation, 
are  the  fil'd:  age  ;  the  following  five  and. 
twenty,  the  fecond,  of  righteous  men. 
The  next  thirty-five  are  •j-  the  prophets 
and  minifters  of  the  Lord.  And  the  forty 
are  the  apoflles  and  doctors  of  the  preach¬ 
ing  of  the  fon  of  God. 

Simil. 

*  Non  In  principatu,  aut  aliiqua  di'gmtate.” 

t*  * ‘ Prophet x  domini  et  miniftri  iunt  :  quadragmti  vc~ 
apoltoli  et  dofrores  funt  praedicatioriis  filii  Dei." 
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Simil.  ib.  Sea.  XVI.— "  And  I  faid  f 
why  then,  fir,  did  thefe  forty  ftones  alfo 
afcend  with  them  out  of  the  deep,  hav¬ 
ing  already  received  that  feal  ?  He  anf- 
wered,  becaufe  *  thefe  apoftles  and  teach¬ 
ers,  who  preached  the  name  of  the  fon  of 
God,  dying  after  they  had  received  his 
faith  and  power,  preached  to  them  who 
were  dead  before,  and  they  gave  this  feal 
to  them.” 

'  '•  .  .  *'»'  ■}  •  f  '•*  ‘  '  >  ’  V  '  M 

■  .  >  X  1  _  »  $  |  J  f  ~  J 

Simil.  ib.  Se£h  XXV.  As  concerning 
the  eighth  mountain,  in  which  were  ma¬ 
ny  fprings,  by  which  every  kind  of  all  the 
creatures  of  God  was  watered,  4  they 
are  fuch  as  have  believed  the  apoftles 

which  the  Lord  fent  into  all  the  world  to 

*  •*  . 

preach  and  fome  of  them,  being  Teach¬ 
ers,  have  preached  and  taught  purely  and 
fincerelv,  and  have  not  in  the  ieaft  yield¬ 
ed  to  any  evil  defigns,  but  have  conftant- 
ly  walked  in  righteoufnefs  and  truth. 
Thefe  therefore  have  their  converfation 
among  the  angels.” 

•  •  " '  ■"  •  ■  Simil. 

*  Apofcoli  et  doftores,  qui  prsdicaverimt  nomen  filii 

+  <(  Talej-funt^uL  crediderunt  apoftolis,  quosmifitdo- 
minus,  in  totum  orbem  proedicare  ;  et  quidam  dotto- 
res,  qui  caite  et  lincere  prxdicaverunt,  et  docuenmfd' . 
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Simil.  ib.  Sea.  XXVII.  For  what 
concerns  the  tenth  mountain,  in  which 
were  the  trees  covering  the  cattle,  they 
are  fuch  as  *  have  believed,  and  fome  of 
them  been  Bifliops,  that  is, Governors  of  the 
churches,  Others  are  fuch  ftones  as 
have  not  feignedly,  but  with  a  chearfu! 
raind,  entertained  the  fervants  of  God. 
■Then  ^fuch  33  have  been  fet  over  inferior 
iriiniftnes,  and  have  protected  the  poor, 
and  the  widows,  and  have  always  kept  a 
chaff e  convention.  Thefe  men  there* 
fore-are  protected  of  the  Lor-d." 


H 


Observations 


*  Tales  funt  qui  credidertmt,  quidatn  Ewfcopi,  id  eft,  prse. 
hdes  eccleharum.”  1 

-  j  '■  . 

It  :s  obfervable,  the  Arch-Eifliop  tranflates,  In  this 
place,  “  prsfides  ec'cleftarum,”  governors  of  the 
chorchis,  becaufe  connetled  with  the  word  “  Epif- 
copi,"  Bifhops  ;  though  in  Vif.  II.  Sett.  IV.  the  words, 
qui  piefunt  ecclefi®,  are  palled  over  withoiifany  tranf- 
latton  at  all  ;  and  for  no  conceivable  reafon,  but  be- 
cavtfe- they  were  there  conrretted  witlv  the  word  El- 
dexs-  or  Presbyt.ers.  If  in  either  of  thefe  paifa- 
ges,  _  Governors  ox  the  churches,”  is  the  proper  trahfla- 
tion,  n  as  equally  proper  in  both  ;  for  the  original' wordS 
no  otherwise,  differ,  than  as  a  fpbftantive  -differs  front 

*  veL^,.a  ^  ls  w“h  'he  reader  to  judge,  whether  the 
Arch-Brfhop  has  approved  himfelf  fo  Ln  and  'iiUpHhtiai 
a  tranllator,  as  might  juftly  have  be^n  expedled, 

4.  Et  rieinde  qui  praffdes  font '  mmiftenorum,  qd  e;  Exope.3 
et  'wduas  protexerunt.  '  ^ 
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Observations  and  Remarks  upon 
the  foregoing  teftimonies. 


From  thefe  pafiages  in  Hermas,  which 
are  all  I  can  find  to  the  purpofc  of  the 
prefent  controverfy,  the  reader  may,  in 
fome  meafure,  perceive  the  obfcuiity,  with 
which  his  writings  are  perplexed.  ft 
appears  that  he  has,  here  and  there,  drcp- 
ed  a  few  words  that  bear  relation  to  the 
point  we  are  upon  but  what  he  has  faid 
is  generally  fo  blended  with  vifionary  or 
parabolical  matter,  that  it  is  not  eafy,  by 
any  rational  connection  in  his  difcourfe, 
to  determine  his  meaning  ;  and  if  we 
would  underftand  him,  we  mull:  ordina¬ 
rily  confine  ourfelves  to  the  words  bare¬ 
ly  as  they  lie ;  unlefs,  by  comparing  them 
with  others  of  the  like  import,  in  other 
parts  of  his  writing,  we  may  be  helped 
in  fixing  their  true  fenfe. 


But  dark  as  he  is,  there  are  fome  plain 
intimations,  that  the  world,  in  his  day, 
yvere  not  acquainted  withBilhops,  as  offi¬ 
cers  fuperior  in  their  order  to  Prefbyters; 
yea,  that  the  churches  were  fo  far  from 
being  modelled  after  the  prefent  epifcopal 
r  1/ that  the  management  of  their  reli- 

~  gious 
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g-ious  affairs  was  in  the  hands,  not  of 

SINGLE  PERSONS,  blit  3  PLURALITY  j 

and  this,  of  equal  ran  JC  •  It  is  a  com¬ 
mon  phrafe  in  thefe  writings,  “  qui 
praefunt  ecclefiae,”  that  is,  “  who 
are  fet  over  the  church-”  And  left  it 
fliould  be  pretended,  the  word,  church, 
is  ufed  to  fignify  the  church-catholic, 
in  which  fenfe  it  might  be  true,  that  it 
fcgd  a  plurality  fet  over  it,  though  parti¬ 
cular  churches  had  only  a  Tingle  Bifliop  at 
their  head  :  i  fay, to  take  away  all  ground 
for  fuch  a  pretence,  we  have  fuch  an  ob¬ 
servable  paftage  as  that,  *  “  And  thoil 
(Hermas)  fhalt  read  in  this  city  with 
the  elders  who  are  fet  over  the  church.” 
A  more  exprefs  teftimony  could  not  well 
be  given  to  this  fact,  that  the  church 
of  Rome,  at  lea  ft,  was,  in  this  age,  go-* 
verned,  not  by  any  Jingle  pajlor  but  a  plu¬ 
rality,  which  plurality  were  Prejbyters ,  or 
if  you  pleafe  Bifkops-,  meaning  hereby  the 
same  orler  of  officers  in  the  church. 
For  it  is  remarkable,  the  word,  Bifhops, 
(Epifcopi)  is  explained  by  Hermas  him- 
felf  to  fignify,  “  Praefides  ecclefiarum  -f- 
that  js  tq  fay,  he  defcribes  Biftiops  by 

their 

*  Vi f.  II.  Sef>.  IV. 

t  Sim.  IX.  Sell.  XXVIL 


their  being  “  thofe  who  are  fet  over  the 
church  j”  and  thofe  who  are  “  fet  over 
the  church”  he  expreflly  calls  *  (“  Se- 
niores”)  Elders,  or  Prefbyters  ;  io  that, 
as  it  happily  tails  out,  Bifhops  and  Prefby- 
•  ters,  according  to  Hermas’s  own  explana¬ 
tion  of  himfelf,  are  one  and  the  fame  offi¬ 
cers  in  the  church,  Ipoken  of  promif- 
cuoufly,  as  in  the  new-teftament- writings, 
Under  the  names  of  Bifhops  or  Prcf- 
byters,  ,  ' 


But  that  this  matter  may  be  fet  in  a 
yet  ftronger  point  of  light,  I  fhall  bring 
to  vievv,  and  confider,  what  is  brought 


from  Hermas  in  favor  of  the  didindti- 
on,he  is  fuppofed,  by  epifcopalian  writers, 
to  make  between  Biihops  and  Prefhy- 


ters.  And, 


The  firft  paffage  to  this  purpofe,  we 
have  in  Vif.  II.  Se<5t.  IV,  in  which  it  is 
Paid,  “  Thou  ihalt  write  two  books,  and 
fend  one  to  Clement,  and  one  to  Grapte. 
And  Clement  fhall  fend  it  to  the  foreign 
cities ;  for  to  him  it  is  permitted.”  In 
thefe  words,  fome  are  fo  fharp-fighted  as 
.  .  to 


*  Vif.  ii.  sea.  iv. 
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to  perceive  plain  evidence  of  epifcopal 
iuperiority.  For,  fay  they,  Clement  was 
now  Bifhop  of  Rome,  and  the  care  of 
“  fending  this  book,”  or  letter,  to  the 
“  foreign  cities,”  was  devolved  on  him, 
without  all  doubt,  in  virtue  of  his  office, 
as  head  of  the  church;  to  whom,  upon 
this  account,  this  buhnefs  moll:  properly 
belonged. 

*  *'  '  ^  •  I  _  ^ . 

The  anfwer  is-eafy.  That  Clement 
was  now  Bifhop  of  Rome,  meaning  here¬ 
by  the  fingle  head,  or  governor  of  this 
tt  it  ,  is  lo  far  from  being  probable, 
that  the  diredl  contrary  hereto  is  molt 
evidently  fignilxed  by  Herntas’s  “  pallor,’* 
in  the  latter  part  of  this  very  paragraph  ; 
where  he  fpeaks  of  the  church  of  Rome 
as  under  the  government,  not  of  any  fm~ 
gie  perfon.  And  thou  “  fhalt  read  in 
this  city  with  the  Elders  who  are 
fet  over  the  church  which  words,  I  am 
perfuaded,  can  never  be  made  to  confilt 
with  Clement’s  being  now  the  epifcopal 
head  of  this  church.  He  might,  at  this 
time,  be  related  to  the  church  of  Rome, 
as  one  of  their  Bifhops,  or  Elders  ;  and 
he  might  alfo  be  the  rr.oft  accomplifhed 
and  dilfinguilhed  among  them  ;  the  moll 

known. 
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known,  valued,  and  refpecled  :  to  whom, 
upon  thefe  accounts,  it  might  be  given  in 
charge, rather  than  to  any  of  theotheVEloers 
or  Bifhops,  to  fend  this  book,  or  epiftle  ; 
but  not  becaufe  it  fo  belonged  to  him  of 
right,  and  in  virtue  ©f  his  office,  as  that  it 
could  not  have  been  devolved  upon  any 
oilier.  Jt  does  not  appear,  either  from 
Hermas,  or  any  other  ancient  writer,  that 
the  care  of  fending  letters  to  the  churches 
was  the  work  of  Bifhops,  as  a  peculiar 
badge  of  their  office.  The  mod  capable, 
or  mod  univerfaliy  known  officer,  in  any 
church,  might  ordinarily  be  pitched  upon 
to  do  this  ;  and  nothing  more  can  be  ar¬ 
gued  from  it,  than  that  he  was  thought 
the  bed  qualified  perfon  for  fuch  a 
work.  Mod  certainly,  it  is  too  trifling  a 
matter  on  which  to  found  a  didindfion  of 

order  between  the  officers  of  a  church. 

\ 

v  J  •  * 

The  next  paflage  recurred  to  we  have, 
in  Vif.  III.  Sebl.  V.  in  which  are  thefe 
words;  “  The  fquare  and  the  white dones 
are  the  Apodies,  andBifhops,  andDocfors, 
and  Ministers,  who,  through  the  mercy  of 
God,  have  come  in,  and  exercifed  epifco- 
pacy,  and  taught,  and  miniftred.”  Co- 

telerius’s  note  here  is,  “  Hie  babes. - In 

k  Knglifh 
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Engllfh  thus,  “  You  have  here  the  dif- 
tin£t  orders  of  the  hierarchy,  in  apoftles, 
in  Bifhops  exercifing  epifcopacy,  in  Doc¬ 
tors  or  Prefbyters  teaching,  and  in  Dea¬ 
cons  miniftring.”  And  the  common 
plea  of  prelatical  writers,  from  this  paf- 
fage,  is,  that  the  three  officers  of  the 
church,  Bifhops ,  Prefbyters ,  and  Deacons, 
are  here  directly  mentioned  ;  and  the 
diftindtion  of  their  offices  plainly  infi- 
nuated  by  diftindt  work  affigned  them  j 
the  Bifhops  being  defcribed  by  their  “  ex¬ 
ercifing  epifcopacy,”  the  Doctors  or  Pref¬ 
byters  by  their  “  teaching,”  and  the  Dea¬ 
cons  by  their  “  miniftring.” 

\  ■  ,  *  V:«  '■  ■  ;  .  .  .  ■  *  f  •/  J-  > 

This  turn  given  to  the  words,  may, 
to  thofe  who  have  not  read  the  “  pallor 
of  Hermas,”  carry  the  appearance  ofplau- 
iibility ;  but,  when  fairly  and  impartial¬ 
ly  examined,  they  will  be  found  to  make 
nothing  againft  the  affirmation,  that  Bi¬ 
fhops  and  Prefbyters  are  one  and  the  fame 
order  of  officers  in  the  church  of  Chrift. 
Two  things  are  here  pleaded. 

f  d  <  %  ,  ;  f  -i  t  v  )  v  ,  _v  ..  ,  \  .  l  ’  *  v 

The  firft  is,  that  direct  mention  is 
here  made  of  three  forts  of  officers  in  the 
church,  viz.  Bijhops,  Dollars  or  Prejby- 

ters 
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iters,  and  Minijlers  or  'Deacons!'  But  if 
the  word.  Doctors ,  is  here  ufed  exegeti- 
callyj  not  fpeeifying  diftin£t  officers  from 
Bifhops,  but  meaning  only  a  difference  in 
the  work  of  one  and  the  fame  officers, 
there  is  plainiy  no  force  in  the  argument 
from  this  enumeration.  And  that  this  is 
really  the  truth  of  the  matter,  I  fhall  now 
make  evident,  beyond  all  reafonable 
difpute,  even  from  Hermas  himfelf.  In 
order  whereto, 

Let  us  turn  toSimil.  IX.  Seel.  XX'VIL, 
where  we  have  thefe  words,  "  As  con¬ 
cerning  the  tenth  mountain,  in  which 
were  trees  that  covered  the  cattle,  they 
are  fuch  as  have  believed,  certain  Bifhops, 
that  is,  perfons  fet  over  the  churches,— 
and  then  fuch  as  are  fet  over  the  fervices. 
who  haveprotedled  the  poor  and  widows,  ’ 
In  thispaffage  two  or  threethings  are  very 
obfervable.  (  i)That  the  word,  Bifhops, 
is  particularly  explained,  and  its  fenfe, 
as  ufed  in  the  writings  of  Hermas,  punc¬ 
tually  afeertained  :  which  I  thus  notice^, 
prefuming  it  will  be  acknowledged  rea¬ 
fonable  to  jftand  to  that  fenfe  of  a  word, 
in  an  author,  which  he  himfelf  has  given 
of  it.  (2)  It  is  plain,  the  words,  “  Epif- 
copi,”  and  “  Prsffides  ecclefiarum,”  do,  in 

Hermas, 
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,  Hermas,  fignify  precifely  one  and  the* 
fame  thing.  That  is  to  fay,  “  Bifhops/’ 
and  “  fuch  as  are  fet  over  the  church,” 
do  intend  one  and  the  fame  order  of 
church-officers.  For  the  explanati¬ 
on,  given  byHermas,  of  the  word  “  Bi- 
fhops,”  is*  their  being  perfons  that  are 
“  fet  over  the  church.”  (3)  Here  are  evi¬ 
dently  two,  and  only  two  orders  of 
church-officers  fpecified  j  namely, 
Bifhops  and  Deacons  :  Bifhops,  under  that 
rtile,  “  Prasfides  ecclefiarum*”  perfons 
“  fet  over  the  church  f’  and  Deacons* 
charadlerifed  by  the  phrafe,  “  Praffides 
minilleriorum,”  fuch  as  were  <e  fet  over 
the  fervices  j”  that  is,  that  had  the  care  of 
**  the  poor,  and  the  widows*”  as  follows 
in  the  next  words  ;  which  perfecily  co* 
incide  with  the  original  reafon-  of  the  in-* 
ftitution  of  the  Deacon’s  office,  and  de- 
feribe  its  proper  woik. 


r  r  *  '  *  -n  . 

These  things  confidered,  t  fear  not  to 
fay,  that  there  is  good  reafon,  why,  when. 
Hermas  fpeaks  of  “  Bifhops,  and  Doc¬ 
tors,  and  Minifters,”  we  fhould  under¬ 
fed  the  words*  “  Dodtors,”  exegetically, 
or  explicative  of  the  word,  “  Bifhops  * ’* 
not  intending  a  diftincl  order  of  officers* 

I  but 


. 
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but  father  pointing  our  thoughts  to  dif¬ 
ferent  work  of  the  fame  officers.  And,  ill 
truth,  unlefs  v/e  interpret  the  word  after 
this,  or  fome  fnch  fenfe,  vve  fhall  let  Her¬ 
nias  at  odds  with  himfelf.  For  he  has 
mod  punctually  afcertained  the  meaning 
of  the  word, £<  Bifliops,”  making  it  to  fig- 
nify  precifely  the  fame  thing  with  f‘  prte- 
fides  ecclefiarum,”  perfons  “  fet  over  the 
church.”  Now  thephrafe,  “  Prtefides  ec- 
clefiarum,”  is  perfectly  the  fame  with, 
qui  prsefunt  ecclefiae  which,  in  Vif. 
II.  SeCt.  IV,  is,  in  the  molt  exprefs  man¬ 
ner,  applied  to  Presbyters  ovE/ders.  “Thou 
fhalt  read  [cum  Senioribus,  qui  prsefunt 
ecclefise]  with  the  Elders,  or  Presbyters , 
that  are  fet  over  the  church.”  So  that, 
by  the  molt  eafy  and  natural  deduction, 
Bifhops  an-d  Prefbyters,  according  to  Her¬ 
nias,  are  the  same  order  of  officers  in 
the  church  :  Nor  can  Hermas  be  ever 
made  confident  with  himfelf,  unlefs, when 
he  fpeaks  of  “  Bifhops  and  DoCtors,”  we 
take  him  to  ufe  the  word,  “  DoCtors,”  as 
exegetical  of  the  word,  “  Bifliops,  or  a 
lynonimous  expletive  j  meaning  only  the 
fame  order  of  perfons  by  both  thefe  terms. 
And,  this  interpretation  will  appear  more 
eafv,  if  it  be  confidered,  that  the  woids, 
J  “  Bifhops” 
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«  Bifhops”  and  “  Doifors,”  are  common¬ 
ly  ufed  in  the  writings  of  all  antiquity,  as 
fynonimous  terms.  N.or  is  the  term, 
“  Doifor,”  ever  appropriated  to  Prefbyters 
in  diffinifion  from  Hilltops.  Far  from 
this,  evert  after  the  difbnition  between 
Bifhops  obtained  in  the  church,  the  word, 
f(  Doffors”,  is  commonly  applied  to  Bi- 
feops  :  nor  was  it  ever  an  appropriated 
term  to  point  out  Prefbyters  in  diltiactioa 
from  Bifhops. 

Moreover,  it  ought  to  be  confidered, 
Hermas  never  makes  the  like  enumerati¬ 
on,  “  Apoffles,  and  Bifhops,  and  'Doc¬ 
tors,  and  Minifters  %’  but  lev  era  1  times 
makes  another,  by  which  this  ought,  iu 
all  reafon,  to  be  explained.  In -Si.mil,  IV. 
Seif.  XV.  k  is  faid,  “  the  forty  ftones  are 
the  Apoffles  and  Doctors  of  the  preaching 
of  the  fon  of  God,  Again,  in  Sim.  ib. 
Seif.  XVI.  Thefe  fame  “  forty  ftones”  are 
explained  to  mean,  “  the  Apoffles  and 
Doctors  of  the  preaching  of  the  name  of 
the  Son  of  God.”  Yet  again  Sim.  ib. 
Seif.  XXV.  We  read  of  fuch  as  C(  be¬ 
lieved  the  Apoffles  and  certain  Doctors, 
who  fincerely  preached  the  word.”  Jn 
all  'thefe  places,  mention  is  made  only  of 
V  ««  Aps/tks” 
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<!  Apoftles”  and  “  Do&ors.”  But,  if 
Doctors  did  not  mean  the  fame  thing  with 
Bifhops,  it  is  very  extraordinary,  and  no 
epifcopalian  can  account  for  it,  that  Bi- 
fhops  fhould  always  be  omitted  in  thefe 
enumerations,and  “Doctors”  always  men¬ 
tioned.  And  truly,  by  this  frequent 
coupling  of  Apoftles  and  Doctors,  it  is 
quite  natural  to  think,  that  Doctors  were, 
in  the  opinion  of  Hennas,  the  next  offi¬ 
cers  in  the  church  to  Apoftles,  and  by  no. 
means  an  order  inferior  to  Bilhops. 


It  may  be  properly  added,  as  Hennas, 
had  been  {peaking  of  “  four-cornered 
ftones,”  it  is  highly  probable,  if  not  cer¬ 
tain,  that  h^  mentions  the  four  names, 
*.*  apoftles,  Bifhops,  Doctors,  and  Mini- 
fters,”  only  to  make  out  fomething  that 
might  look  like  an  analogy.  In  other  pla¬ 
ces,  where  he  had  not  to  do  with  “  fquare 
ftones,”  he  gives  us  no  fuch  enumera¬ 
tion.  For  myfelf,  I  am  fully  periuaded, 
we  fhould  not  have  had  it  here,  had  it 
not  been  for  this  trifling  circumftance. 
But  if  any  fhould  infill  upon  the  neceffi- 
ty  of  a  ftrift  and  proper  analogy,  and 
that  it  was  Hermas’s  defign  to  exhibit 


one, 
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the  confequeftce  would  be  as  fata] 
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tp  the  caufe  of  epifcopacy,  as  to  that  of 
prefbyterianifm.  For,  upon  thisfuppofiti- 
on,  there  rnuft  be  four  orders  in  the 
church,  not  three,  anfwering  to  the 
“  four  corners”  of  thefe  “  fquare-ftones 
and  the  “  Apoftles,”  here  mentioned, 
muft  be  officers  as  diftinct  from  the  “  Bi- 
ihops,  ^s  the  “  Eifhops”  are  from  the 
“  Doctors  but  how  confident  this  will 
be  with  the  pretence,  thatBifhopsare  veil¬ 
ed  with  the  apoflolic  office,  as  their  pro-, 
per  and  only  fucceffors.I  mud  leave  thofe 
to  determine,  whofe  concern  it  is  to  do  fa. 

'  ~  f .  i 

The  other  branch  of  the  plea  is,  that 
Hermas  not  only  mentions  “  Bifliops, 
and  Doctors  or  Prefbyters,  and  Miniiters 
or  Deacons  but  plainly  infinuates  a  dif- 
tindion  of  order  between  them,  by  dif- 
tinct  .works  affigned  them  :  for,  he  re- 
prefents  the  Bifliops,  as  “  exercifing  epif- 
copacy  ;  tne  Doctors,  as  (c  teaching 
*snd  the  miniffers,  as  “miniftrinsr.” 


And  it  is  conreiTed,  if,  in  the  age  c 
Hermas,  the  work  o t  exer citing  epii 
copacy,  and  the  work  or  “  preaching, 
were  feparated  from  each  other,  as  the 
*00  commonly  are  now  a  days,  the  arsrii 

iner 


merit  would  carry  with  it  Tome  force.  It 
is  in  faft  true,  at  prefen t,  that  thole 
“  exercife  epifcopacy,”  who  feldorn  or 
never  exercife  thdmfelv.es  in  cc  preaching/’ 
And,  indeed,  it  rarely  happens,  that  the 
perfons  veiled  with  the  epifcopal  office 
concern  themfelves  much  with  this  other 
bufinefs.  But  it  was  not  thus  from  the 
beginning.  Preacning  was  no*,  then 
looked  upon  as  the  diltinguifhing  mark 
of  officers  inferior  to  Bifhops .  out,  fbr 
many  ages,  the  work  ot  “■  ex  si  cifing 'epif¬ 
copacy,”  and  the  wosk  of  “  preaching, 
we*re  both  united  in  one  and  the  lame  of¬ 
ficer  of  the  church  ;  and  “  laboring  in 
the  word  and  do/trine  was  the  mo  it 
known,  and  diffinguilhing  cnat after  of 
all  that  were  Bifhops  ;  infomuch,  that 
a  Angle  inftance  cannot  be  produced  (I 
fpeak  it  with  great  pofitivenefs)  of  a  per- 
fon  “  exercifing  epifcopacy,”  that  did 
not,  at  the  fame  time,  snake  it  his  chief 
bufinefs  to  “  preach  until  we  come  in¬ 
to  thofe  ages,  in  which  the  gronelt  cor¬ 
ruptions  were  prevalent  among  all  orue^s 
and  degrees  of  men  in  the  church.  bo 
that,  it  is  no  argument,  that  the  “  Doc¬ 
tors”  in  Herrnas  were  dvftmct  ohiccrs 
from  Bifhops,  becaufe  they  are  Ipoken  ot 
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as  “  preaching,”  and  the  Biffiops  as  “  ex- 
ercifing  epifcopacy.”  For  theie  are  both, 
parts  of  one  and  the  fame  office  ;  and 
were  always  joined  together,  until,  by 
corruption,  they  were  feparated.  A  Bi- 
fhop  that  was  not  a  “  Doilor,”  or  “  teach¬ 
er,”  was  not  known  in  the  world  in  pri¬ 
mitive  times.  It  is  therefore  impoffible, 
the  “  Debtors”,  in  this  paflage,  could  be 
diftinbl  officers  from  the  “  Bifhops,”  for 
this  reafon  j  as  it  had  no  existence  until 
hundreds  of  years  after  its  being  penned.  It 
is  far  more  reafonable  to  fuppole,the  fame 
order  of  officers  are  here  called  both  “  Bi¬ 
lhops”  and  “  Doctors,”  as  pointing  us  to 
both  parts  of  their  office,  “  exercifing 
epifcopacy”  and  “  preaching,”  or  “  teach¬ 
ing.” 

‘  v  ''  »  V  •  •  ■  v  ;  ^  '  .  f  ■  ■/<  :  •  ;• 

The  only  remaining  places  in  Hermas, 
in  which  epifcopacy  is  fought  for,  are 
Vif.  III.  Se6t.  IX.  “  I  fay  unto  you  who 
are  fet  over  the  church,  and  love  the  firjl 
feats Mand.  XII.  Sett.  VII.  “  the 
earthly  fpirit  exalteth  itfelf,  and  will  have 
th ejirfi  chair."  Simil.  VI.  Sect.  VII. 
“They  are  fuch— as  had  fome  envy  and 
ftrife  among  themfelves  for  principality 
and  dignity .”  The  plea  here  is,  though 
;  Hermas 
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Herm&s  blames  all  contention  aboOT 

precedence  f  yet  he  plainly  fuppofes* 
at  the  fame  time,  a  jirfi  or  chief  feat ;  fome 
fuperior  place  in  the  church,  proper  to 
perfons  of  a  fuperior  rank  or  order  ;  fuch 
as  Bilhops  in  that,  and  fucceedirfg  ages. 

To  which  I  wotdd  fay,  it  is  very  plains 
from  thefe  pafiages  in  Hennas,  that  there 
was  an  affurfiing  ambitious  fpirit  then 
prevailing  among  thofe,  who  were  "  fet 
over  the  church,”  which  “  earthly 
fpirit,”  as  he  terms  it,  he  cautions  againftv 
as  what  ought  not  to  be  encouraged.  But 
that  he  fuppofes,  when  he  warns  againft 
“  pride,  envy,  and  a  love  of  the  firft  feats,” 
there  were  any  officers  in  the  church  of  a 
rank  or  order  fuperior  to  that  of  Pief- 
byters,  there  is  no  juft  ground  to  think. 
When  Hermas  dehorts  from  “  loving  the 
firft  feats,  defiring  the  firft  chair,  con¬ 
tending  for  principality  and  dignity  he 
undoubtedly  intends,  by  all  thefe  phiafes^ 
one  and  the  fame  thing  :  that  is  to  fay* 
he  had  it  in  view  to  diicountenance  that 
proud,  ambitious  fpirit,  which  reigned  in 
fome  ;  unreafonably  puftiing  them  on 
to  afpire  after  ■  fuperiority  and  prece^ 
dence.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
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his  aim  to  infinuate  a  luperiority  of  or¬ 
der  between  Bifliops  and  Prefbyters  ;  but 
to  check  the  growing  vanity  of  thofe, 
who,  being  of  one  and  the  fame  rank,  yet 
fought  for  pre-eminence,  and  ft  rove  to 
get  exalted  above  their  brethren.  The 
temper  of  the  perlons  Hennas  here  finds 
fault  with,  feems  to  have  been  much  tiro 
fame  with  that,  which  the  Apoflles  dif- 
covered  when  they  contended,  “  who 
among  them  fhould  be  greatefl  or,  ra¬ 
ther,  like  that  of  Diotrephes,  of  whom  it 
is  Paid,  “  that  he  loved  to  have  the  pre- 
heminence  f  or  ( as  the  word  Philofro- 
teuein  fignifies)  “  loved  to  hold  the  fir  It 
place.”  But,  as  it  is  no  argument,  that 
there  was  among  the  Apoflles  any  Juperi- 
tnty  of  order ,  becaufe  they  affected  1'ome 
to  be  greatefl ;  or,  that  there  was  a  like 
fuperior  office  in  the  church,  to  which  a 
chief  feat  was  appropriated,  becaufe  Dio¬ 
trephes  was  of  an  afpiring  haughty  fpirit : 
fo  neither  is  it  any  argument  of  the  fame 
thing,  that  Hermas  blames  the  lame  fpi¬ 
rit,  and  warns  againfl  it. 


Nor  if,  in  the  days  of  Hermas,  there 
had  been  a  known  firji  feat,  or  chief  chair, 
appropriated  to  fome  lpecialperion,  would 

K  it 
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it  at  once  follow  from  hence,  that  there 
was  a  superiority  of  order  between 
Bifliops  and  Prefbyters.  Hermas,  to  be 
fare,  neither  plainly  mentions,  or  tacitly 
fuggefts,  fuch  a  thing}  nor  makes  any  ap¬ 
plication  of  thefe  feats  to  this  purpofe. 
And  as  a  chief  J tat,  or  frjl  chair,  is  com¬ 
monly  affigned  to  the  moderators  of  all 
eccleliaftical  confiftories,  whether  greater 
or  lefs,  who  yet  have  no  primacy  of 

POWER,  no  SUPERIORITY  OF  OFFICE, 

but  meerly  for  the  fake  of  decency  and 
order,  this  might  be  the  cafe  here :  though 
I  am  rather  inclined  to  think,  that  no¬ 
thing  more  is  intended  by  thefe  phrafes, 
than  an  indication  of  that  pride  and  va¬ 
nity,  which  too  much  prevailed,  even  iu 
thofe  early  days,  among  the  officers  of  the 
chriftian  church  }  which  Hermas  there¬ 
fore  endeavours,  by  proper  confiderations, 
to  reftrain  and  curb. 
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Mis  character 3  'writings,  and  tefhmoniss 
from  them ,  with  obferv  at  ions  and  remarks. 

*»  I  ***  I  V  _  _ /  /  ..  S  , .  '  . ,  v-r  ir.  1  i»v  v-  <  -  .  >J'i:  *•  -  »  t  •  ' J  \  * 
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T^HE  account  we  have  in  the  “  Re-* 
X  cognitions”  falfely  afcribed  to  this 
plement.of  his  noble  birth  and  parentage  $ 
bis  being  fent  by  his  father  Fauftinus  to 
ae  a  fludent  at  Athens  ;  the  manner  and 
:ircumftances  of  his  converfion ;  his  in- 
drutfion  under  Barnabas  j  his  baptifm 
ay  the  Apoftle  Peter,  together  with  the 
’arious  adventures  of  fome  of  his  nearefl 
relatives  I  fhall  pafs  over  in  filence  :  not 
ooking  upon  that  fuppofititious  piece  of 
tuthority  fufficient  to  encourage  a  belief 
)f  thefe  things. 

Nor  is  it  abfolutely  certain,  that  this 
s  that  Clement,  of  whom  we  read  in  the 

fourth 
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fourth  chapter  to  thePhilippians ;  though, 
as  we  know  of  no  one  under  this  name, 
to  whom  this  text  may  be  fo  well  applied, 
the  conjecture  in  which  the  generality  of 
learned  writers  are  agreed,  feems  no  ways 
improbable,  that  he  is  the  perfon  there 
intended:  efpecially,  confidering  the  an¬ 
cient  fathers  do  either  expreflly  call  him 
the  fcripture-Clement,  or  fo  defcribe  him 
as  naturally  to  point  our  thoughts  to  this 
father,  rather  than  any  other  of  the  fame 
name.  Irenceus  fpeaks  of  him  as  one 
that  “  had  feen  the  Apoftles,  converfed 
with  them,  and  attended  on  their  preach? 
ing.”  Origen,  Eufebius,  and  Jerom  do 
all  of  them  dire&ly  take  notice  of  him, 
as  the  Clement  “  fpoken  of  in  feripture.’’ 
j\nd  if  this  was  he,  the  honorable  men¬ 
tion  an  infpired  pen  makes  of  him,  as 
t?  an  Apoftle’s  fellow-laborer  in  the 
o-ofpel,  and  one  whofe  name  was  in  the 
book  of  life,”  is  a  very  recommending  cir- 
cumftance,  and  cannot  well  fail  of  giv¬ 
ing  us  a  favorable  opinion  of  any  ge¬ 
nuine  writing,  we  may  meet  with  under 

his  name. 

.  But  however  this  be,  he  was  a  perfon 

anciently  had  in  great  veneration.  Scarce 

any 
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any  of  the  firft  fathers  are  more  frequent¬ 
ly  mentioned  in  antinomy,  or  their  names 
remembered  in  higher  expreffions  of  re- 
fpecf  and  honor.  Clement  of  Alexan¬ 
dria  fpeaks  of  him  in  the  ftile  of  “  an 
Apoftle”  j  Origin  (or  Ruffin  his  transla¬ 
tor.)  calls  him  “  the  faithful  Clement”;  the 
author  of  “  the  queftions  and  anfwers” 
-  afcribed  to  Juftin  Martyr,  “  the  bleffed 
Clement;”  Jerom,  “an  apoftolical  man.” 

‘  ■  .  ;  i  ‘  s  ’  ■  'V  ;  .  r  ,  „  *• 

g  .  »  V  S  i  \  j  * 

He  is  faid  to  have  been  Bifhop  of  Rome: 
though  It  mu  ft  be  obferved  here,  we  fhall 
be  much  miftaken,  if,  from  his  being 
fpoken  of  in  the  ftile  of  Bifhop,  we  fhould 
imagine  him  like  one  of  our  Englifh 
diocefans.  It  is  indeed  probable  enough, 
the  ancients,  that  call  him  Bifhop,  after 
the  epifcopal  power  and  grandeur  had 
arofe  to  fome  height,  might,  by  this  ap¬ 
pellation,  mean  fuch  a  kind  of  ecclefiaftic 
as  the  Bifhop  was  in  their  day.  But  this 
js  no  argument  that  he  was  io,  either  in 
reality,  or  in  the  efteem  of  the  more  pri¬ 
mitive  fathers.  We  fhall  afterwards  fee 
it  to  be  the  truth,  that,  until  towards  the 
clofe  of  the  fecond  century,  Bifhops  and 
Prefbyters  vvere  only  different  names  for 
one  and  the  fame  order  of  officers  in  the 

chriftian, 
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ehriftian  church,  and  promifcuoufly  ufed 
juft  in  the  fame  manner,  as  in  the  Apoftles 
days  :  upon  which  account,  when  Cle¬ 
ment  is  fpoken  of  as  Bifhop  of  Rome, 
it  amounts  to  no  more  than  ii  he  had 
been  called  the  Paflor.or  one  of  the  Pref- 
byters  of  that  church.  Agreably  Ire- 
n aeus,  m  mentioning  the  peiions  that 
fucceeded  m  the  roman  church,  fcmetimes 
does  it  under  the  name  of  Bdhops,  ana 
fometimes  under  the  names  oi  Pief- 
byters  •,  evidently  ufing  thele  names  pro- 
mifcuoufly,  as  fignifying  one  and  the 
lame  order  of  church  officers.  This  will 
he  fully  fhewn  in  its  proper  place. 

But  though  he  was  Bifhop,  or  Paftor, 
of  the  church  of  Rome,  yet  the  particular 
time  of  his  entering  upon  this  charge  is 
matter  of  great  difficulty  ;  as  is  alfo  the 
exaft  place  he  bears  in  the  order  of  luc- 
ceffion  :  the  ancient  fathers  being  lo 
ftrangely  divided  in  their  accounts  upon 
this  head.  Tertullian  derives  the  fuc- 
ceffion  from  Peter ;  and  makes  Clement 
his  immediate  fucceftor.  The  author 
of  the  “  apoftolical  conftitutions  places 
at  the  head  of  the  fucceffion  the  Apoftle 
Paul,  as  well  as  Peter ;  and  make  Linua 
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to  fucceed  Paul,  and  Clement  Peter  ;  but 
not  until  after  the  death  of  Linus. 
Irenaeus  and  Eufebius,  befides  Linus,  name 
Anacletus  before  Clement ;  giving  the 
order  thus,  Linus,  Anacletus,  Clement* 
And,  after  the  days  of  Eufebius,  ftill  grea¬ 
ter  confufion  is  to  be  feen  in  the  cata¬ 
logues  of  this  lucceffion,  In  fome  Ana¬ 
cletus  is  expunged,  and  Cletus  placed  in 
his  room  ;  while  others  retain  both  Cle¬ 
tus  and  Anacletus.  And  the  order  in 
which  thefe  are  placed,  is  much  varied. 
In  fome  the  line  is  leen  running  thus,  Li¬ 
nus,  Clement,  Cletus,  Anacletus.  In 
others,  Linus,  Cletus,  Clement,  Anacle¬ 
tus.  And  again  in  others,  Linus,  Cle¬ 
tus,  Anacletus,  Clement.  And  agrea- 
bly  the  later  Greeks  (as  Bifhop  Pearfon 
obferves  from  Cotelerius)  do  call  Cle¬ 
ment,  fometimes  the  fecond,  and  forne- 
times  the  third  Bifhop  of  Rome. 


In  fuch  confufion  is  the  line,  in  one 
of  the  greateft  and  moll  celebrated  chur¬ 
ches  in  primitive  antiquity  .•  upon  which 
the  learned  Stillingfleet  pleafantly  obferves, 
The  fucceffion  here  is  as  muddy  as 
Tyber  itfelf.”  Nor  would  the  remark 
Dr,  Gave  makes  upon  the  writers  of  the 

Romifh 
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Romifh  church,  be  lefs  pertinent,  -if  we 
fhould  apply  it  to  thofe  of  the  Englifn  : 

«  They  are  (fays  he)  involved  in  an  in¬ 
extricable  labyrinth  about  the  fiift  four 
Bifhops  of  this  (the  Roman)  lee ;  fcarce 
two  of  them,  of  any  note,  biinging  in  the 
fame  account.”  And  after  all  that  has 
been,  or  can  be  faid,  perhaps,  there  is 
no  way  of  accommodating  this  matter, 
but  by  fuppofmg  Linus,  Cletus,  and  Cle¬ 
ment  to  be  Bifhops  of  Rome,  not  fuc- 
ceffively,  but  at  the  fame  time  :  which, 
though  it  breaks  in  upon  the  unity  of  the 
Epifcopate,  gives  no  juft  occafion  for 
terror,  lince  the  old  maxim,  “  one  Bi- 
fhop  one  altar,”  does  not  appear  to  be 
facred  and  inviolable,  either  from  i  calon, 
fcripture,9t  antiquity. 

I  cannot  help  digreffing  fo  far  here, 
as  to  infert  a  few  words  from  the  ju  ici 
ous  Dr.  Calamy.  “  If  (fays  he)  fuch  con- 
“  fufion  reigns  here,  (in  the  fuccelhon 
“  at  Rome)  where  one  would  apprehend 
“  the  matter  to  be  cleared,  how  weak  is 
<<  it  to  place  our  whole  dependance  on 
“  thefe  fort  of  tables  ?  How  poor  afoun- 

“  dahon  do  thofe  Gentlemen  chuie  to 
«  build  upon, -who  lay  their  main  «rds 
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“  on  <h«r  derivation  from  the  Roman 
“  table,  in  proof  of  their  miniflerial  au- 
"  thority  ?  Were  it  not  a  tboufand  times 
“  more  candid,  and  ingenuous,.to  confefs 
^  we  are  in  the  dark, and  left  at  uncertain- 
“  ty,  than  to  make  pompous  boafts,  the 
ground  of  which  examined,  vanifh  from 
under  us  r  1  hefe  fort  of  pretences  to 
‘  apoftolical  right,  and  apoRolical  tradi* 
tion,  backed  with  the  tables  of  fuc- 
“  ceflion,in  the  feveral  churches,  make, 
**  i  confefs,  a  mighty  noife.and  may  dazzle 

u  - n-^es.°^  weak,  and  pafs  for  a 
juitincation  with  thofe  tlrat  have  the 
“  civil  authority  on  their  fid&  which 
may  feem  to  give  them  validity  •  but 
they  disappear,  whenever  they  are  exa- 
mmed  in  cold  blood,  and  viewed  na¬ 
ked  as  they  are  themfelves/  When 

U  rr?afee'.th?  of  thern  can, 
Emebius  is  the  mam  author  that  we 

**  have  to  depend  on  for  the  credit  of 

e<  thefe  tables,  And  his  account  of  the 

tt  ^cceflion,  ijj  the  feveral  churches,  is 

made  up  moftly  of  conjectures  at  three 

„  “undred  years  difiaace  from  apoflo- 

near  times,  vouched  by  uncertainhau- 

^  trots.  And  where  he  has' left .vadari- 

*  cies>  Nicephorus  Calhfhis,  and  Simeon 
i*-  h  <g  the 


it 


it 


it 


it 
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*<  theMetaphraft,  and  other  fuch  hiftou- 
*<  cal  tinkers,  as  Bifliop  Stillingfleet  p  ea- 
fantly  calls  them,  have  taken  effectual 

«  care  to  fill  them  up. - He  that  front 

«  the  blind,  broken,  and  uncertain  ta- 
<c  bles  of  fucceflion,  that  are  tranfmitted 
to  us  in  the  records  of  antiquity,  can 
«  infer  theneceffity  of  epifcopal,  and  the 
«<  invalidity  of  prefbyterian  ordination, 
**  muft  either  have  a  ftrong  faith,  or  a 
“  predominant  fancy.  If  they  cannot 
««  be  cleared,  it  is  vain  to  argue  front 
*  them  :  but  if  they  can,  they  will  fervO 
«  us  as  much  as  they  will  them.  tfu. 
to  return* 


Being  Bifliop  of  Rome,  he  was  a  con- 
Rant,  laborious  preacher  of  the  word,  ana 
difpenfer  of  gofpel  ordinances  to  t  la 
church.  For  this  is  the  moft  juft  an 
true  idea  of  a  faithful  Bifliop  or  Paftoi 
in  primitive  times.  The  name  Bilhop 
was  not  then  looked  upon  fo  much  a  ti- 
tie  of  honor, as  implying  in  it  great  watch- 
fulnefs,  labor  and  pains  :  and  this,  not 

ofChrift”  with  the  word  and  iaci  aments 
Nor  is  there  a  faft  more  unqueftionably 
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cRar.frorr}  the  whale  ftrain  of  primitive  an¬ 
tiquity, than  that  it  was  the  Bated,  known, 
perpetual  employment  of  all  that  were 
Bifhops,  to  exprcife  thcmfelves  chiefly  in 
this  work.  And  this  true  fcripture  na¬ 
tion  of  the  vyork  of  a  Bifhop,  was  fo  ge¬ 
nerally  prevalent,  even  after  the  diftinc- 
tion  between  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter  took 
place,  that  the  fourth  council  of  Car¬ 
thage  came  into  fuch  a  decree  as  that, 
“  the  Bifhop  /bail  wholly  occupy 
hirnfelfin  reading, and  praying, and  preach¬ 
ing  the  word/’  But  the  reader  tnat  has 
a  mind  to  fee  this  matter  indisputably 
cleared  up,  has  it  done  ready  to  his  hand 
by  that  wonder  of  learning,  the  great 
Jamefon, in  his  Nagianjseni  Querela  and 
his  “  Cyprianus  Ifotimus”, 

It  is  common  in  modern  authors  to 
read  of  this  Clement  as  bamfhed  from 
his  church,  and  at  laft  dying  a  mar¬ 
tyr  for  the  cauie  of  Chrift  ;  though 
thefe  things,  to  fay  the  lead,  are  mat¬ 
ters  of  great  uncertainty.  None  .  of 
the  fathers  of  the  three  firft  centuries.that 
I  can  find,  make  mention  of  him  as  an 
exile,  or  martyr.  And  what  is  pretty 
extraordinary,  Eufebius,  who  is  common-^ 
ly  very  particular  in  thefe  cafes,  is  whol¬ 
ly  fifent  upon  this  head.  If  we  may  de- 
'  '  pen<$ 
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dend  on  the  credit  of  Cotelerius,  Ruffin, 
who  lived  in  latter  end  of  the  fourth  cen¬ 
tury,  is  the  ffrft  that  fpeaks  of  him  as  ho¬ 
nored  with  martyrdom.  After  him  in- 

y  . 

deed  Simeon  Metaphraftes  has  exhibited 
to  the  world  a  moll:  particular  and  for¬ 
mal  account  of  his  ‘f  banifnment  toCher- 
fon  to  dig  in  the  marble  qua  rries  and  la¬ 
bor  in  the  mines  j  and  afterwards  of  his 


being  carried  and  thrown  into  the  bottom 

•>  €>  >  ■ .  * 

of  the  fea.”St.Ephrsetn  alfo,Bifhop  of  Cher- 
fon, relates  feveral  very  extraordinary  mira¬ 
cles,  that  followed  upon  his  being  then  put 
to  death  :  but  thefe  are  authors  too  much 
given  to  the  romantic  ftrain  to  place  any 
dependance  on  ;  efpecially  in  matters  fo 
diftant  from  their  own  tiroes,  about  which 
the  firft  fathers  are  wholly  filent.  Nor 
is  it  much  to  the  honor  of  the  learned, 
and  otherwife  valuable.  Dr.  Cave,  that 
lie  takes  fo  much  notice,  with  teeming 
faith,  of  thefe  and  fuch  like  plainly  fabu¬ 
lous  relations  :  though  I  could  with,  he 
he  had  not,  upon  this  account,  been  quite 
fo  feverely  cenfured  by  my  Lord  Barring¬ 
ton,  when  he  fays  of  him,  “  that  he  has 
little  that  is  not  common  and  obvious,  be¬ 
tides  fome  idle  and  legendary  ffories, 
with  which  he  abounds. 


But* 
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But  whatever  was  the  manner  of  his 
death,  Eufebius  places  it  in  the  third  of 
Trajan,  that  is,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  hundred,  after  he  had  been  Bifhop  of 
Rome  nine  years  :  which,  whether  it  be 
the  true  account,  I  leave  to  others  to 
determine. 

The  writings  that  go  under  the  name 
of  this  Clement  are  many,  and  may  be 
diftinguifh’d  into  genuine,  doubtful, 

and  supposititious, 

’  •'  *  •  .  .  ■ 

Genuine. 

In  this  rank  is  placed  that  excellent 
cpiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  concerning 
which  the  great  Du-pin  has  dropped  that 
remark/*  next  to  the  holy  fcripture,it  is,ia 
my  opinion,  one  of  the  mofl  eminent  re¬ 
cords  of  antiquity.”  ft  was  certainly  fo 
accounted  by  the  primitive  fathers ;  who 
fcarce  mention  it  without  fome  epithet 
of  honor.  It  is  called  by  Irenseus  (as 
Dr.  Cave  tranilates  the  phrale)  “  the  moft 
excellent  and  abfolute  writing  j”  by  Eu¬ 
febius  “  the  truly  great  and  admirable 
^piffle  :  and  what  the  fame  author  adds, 
|nay  further  affure  us  of  its  high  va- 
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lue  in  ancient  times.” ;  this  epiftle 
we  have  known  to  have  been  publicly 
read  in  many  churches,  both  of  old,  and 
among  ourfelves  alfo.”  Nor  is  it  unwor¬ 
thy  observation,  that  the  only  copy  of 
this  epiftle,  known  in  the  world, was  found 
written  in  the  lame  volume  with  the  la- 
cred  books  of  the  new-teftament  :  to 
which  happy  circumftance  we  may 
afcribe  it,  that  we  are  favored  with  it, 
after  it  had  been  bewailed  as  loft  for 
many  ages. 

The  manner  of  its  difcovery  and  phb? 
lication  v\'as  thus. - When  Cytill,  Pa¬ 

triarch  of  Constantinople,  returnee  from 
his  Alexandrian  feat  in  Egypt,  he  brought 
with  him  a  large  colleaion  of  books  ; 
among  which  was  an  ancient  copy  or  tne 
old  and  new-teftament,  wrote  by  the 
hand  of  Thecla,  a  noble  Egyptian  virgin, 
about  the  time  of  the  firft  nicene  coun¬ 
cil.  This  he  fent  as  a  prefen t  to  King 
Charles  the  ftrft,  by  Sir  Thomas  Roe,  his 
Majefty’s  then  Embaflador  at  the  Otto- 
man  court,  upon  his  return  into  England. 
At  the  end  of  this  copy  was  added  this 
epiftle  of  Clement,  wrote  by  the  fame 
hand  ;  though  fo  me  thing  broken  and  de- 
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faced:  which,  when  the  learned  Patrick 
Young,  his  Ma jefty’s  library-keeper,  had 
difcovered,  he  was  commanded  by  tne 
King,  to  make  it  ‘public  ,*  which  he  ac¬ 
cordingly  did  at  Oxford,  in  the  year 
1633,  witlv a  latin  tranflation,  and  learn¬ 
ed  notes. 

A  'v‘  \  ;  _  ’  ’  )' 

Thf,  occafioii  of  Clement’s  writing 
this  epiftle,  we  may  learn  from  Irenasus, 
tvho  fays,  “  In  the  days  of  Clement,  the 
church  of  Rome  wrote  a  very  pathetical 
letter  [they  are  faid  to  have  wrote  it, 
though  it  was  penned  by  Clement,  be- 
caufe  it  was  wrote  and  lent  in  their  name] 
to  reftore  them  to  peace.”  Eufebius  ex¬ 
hibits  the  like  testimony,  when  he  tells 
us,  “  that  Clement  wrote  this  epiftle 
from  Rome  to  Corinth,  when  fedition 
was  raifed  among  the  Corinthians.”  He 
adds  a  few  words  after,  “  that  there  was, 
at  that  time,  a  fedition  among  the  Co¬ 
rinthians,  Hegefippus  is  a  witnefs.  Nor 
can  any  one  that  reads  this  epiftle  be  at  a 
lots  as  to  the  truth  of  this.  It  is  plain, 
through  the  whole  of  it,  there  was  a  fhame- 
fuldifturbancein  thechurch;  and  this  chief¬ 
ly  againft  its  Prelbyters :  fome  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  being  vainly  conceited  of  their  fpi- 
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ritual  gifts,  and  therefore  rifing  up  againft 
their  guides  and  teachers.  Now,  to  heal 
this  difference,  and  reftore  peace  and  good 
order,  this  epiftle  was  principally  defign* 
ed  j  and  to  this  end  it  is  admirably  well 
adapted  :  being  wrote  in  a  plain  and  un¬ 
affected  ftile  ;  yet  with  great  ftrength  and 
perfpicuity,  and  evidently  breathing  the 
true  fpirit  and  genius  of  the  apoftolie  age. 

The:  epiftle  is  wrote  in  the  name  of 
the  church  of  Rome  to  the  church  of  Co-^ 
rinth  :  upon  which  a  noted  author  per¬ 
tinently  remarks,  “  Had  he  (Clement) 
known  himfelf  to  be  the  infallible  judge 
of  controverfies,  to  whofe  fentence  the 
whole  chriftian  world  was  bound  to  if  and, 
invefted  with  a  fupreme,  unaccountable 
power,  from  which  there  by  no  appeal, 
we  might  have  expe£ied  to  hear  him  ar¬ 
gue  at  another  rate.”  And  as  there  is  ho 
mention  in  this  epiftle  of  any  fingle  per- 
fon,  as  the  head  and  Governor  of  the  Co¬ 
rinthian  church,  I  cannot  forbear  adding 
another  remark,  which  feems  full  as  na¬ 
tural  j  namely.  That  if  there  had  been, 
at  that  time,  at  the  head  of  this  church, 
an  ecclefiaftical  officer,  in  any  meafure, 
refembling  one  of  our  modern;  Bifhops, 

'  '  ‘  if 

s  4  S  '(  «\  ‘  X 

*:  •  .  '  v  •  -  *  +  ' 
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it  is  altogether  uriaccOur)taB!e,  how  both. 
'Clement  and  the  church  of  Rome  filould 
treat  hint  with  fuel!  neglect,  as  to' lie  to¬ 
tally  filent  about  him.  It  would  certain^ 
ly  look  ftrange,  and  be  refented  ill.  If 
one  of  our  prefent  Bifliops  fhduld  be  fh 
fhaoiefully  overlooked  ;  his  church  cord- 
plained  of,  rebuked,  exhorted,  and  diredf- 
ed  to  a  proper  method  of  peace  :  and  a!L 
without  referring  the  matter  to  the  Bi~ 
fhop^  or  indeed  taking  the  leaf!;  notice  of 
him. —  But  of  thus  we  may  hear  more 
hfterwardsi 


.  THE^exact  tithe,  when  this  epifHe  was 
wrote;  is  not  eafy  to  be  Rated  j  as  we 
may  be  fully  fatisfied  from  the  difagree'- 
rnent  of  the  moft  learned  writers  on  this 
head.  Mr.  Young'S  thought  is,  that  it 
was  wrote  about  two  years  before  liis 
death,  iii  the  time  that  he  fuppdfes  him 
to  be  Under  banilhnlent.  JDr.  Cave  fixes 
the  period  a  few  yeihs  Iddner,  a  little  af¬ 
ter  the  Dioclefiari  peffecuttop.  V'etlde^ 
lirius  places  it  in  the  year  py,  when  he 
apprehends  this  perfecutiotl'  was  at  R& 
heighth.  Cdtelerius  agrees  With  Him  ai 
to  the  year,  but  rather  thinks  the  perfe- 
vhtion  was  drawing  to  in  eiid.  But  t" 
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conjecture  of  Grotius;  Dodwell,  Arch- 
Bifiiop  Wake,  and  fome  others,  makes  it 
to  have  been  wrote  much  fooner  ;  be¬ 
tween  the  latter  end  of  Nero’s  reign, and  the 
deftruCtion  of  Jerufalem,  that  is,  between 
the  years  64  and  70  ;  which  they  very 
muchground  on  that  paflagein  the  epiftle, 
where  they  .fuppofe  the  Jewifh  prieft- 
hood  and  Levitical  miniftrations  arefpo- 
kefi  of  as  yet  continuing.— But  as  it  would 
be  a  going  too  far  out  of  my  way  to  con- 
fider  the  particular  reafons,  on  which 
thefe  conjectures  are  built,  I  have  barely 
referred  to  them,  without  pretending  to 
fay  which  are  moft  probable  :  but  leaving  it 

to  the  reader  to  examine  the  matter,  and 

-  - 

determine  as  he  fees  fit. 

K  ;  1  •  -  ■.*'*  -«  ‘ 

■  '  *  ft  ;  v  ’  ,J 

The  only  colour  of  an  objection  againft 
the  genuinefs  of  this  epiftlefis  taken  from 
the  “  fable  of  the  phcenix,”  which  Cle¬ 
ment  particularly  relates,  and  then  ufes 
to  reprefent  the  credibility  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  refuneotion.  But  it  is  not  wor¬ 
thy  of  much  notice.  This  was  a  ftory, 
however  ridiculous,  generally  believed  in 
that  day,  by  the  learned  as  well  as  un¬ 
learned,  both  Jews  and  Gentiles.  And  as 
|he  account  of  that  “  bird’s  reviving  out 
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of  the  allies  of  the  body  confumed  by 
lire,”  was  capable  of  being  improved  as 
an  illuftration  of  the  doctrine  of  the  re- 
furreclion,  where  is  the  great  abfurdity 
of  its  being  applied  to  this  purpofe  ?  And 
if  Clement  had  hirpfelf  really  believed  this 
ftory,  being  too  far  carried  away  with 
the  prevailing  opinion,  what  greater  in¬ 
firmity  would  it  argue,  than  the  bell  and 
mod  valuable  men  always  have  been,  and 
now  are,  fubjedt  to,  $ 


Grotius’s  thoughts  concerning  this 
epiftle,  in  his  letter  toBignenus,are  worth 
tranfcribing  here.  I  have  (fays  he)  read 
it  over  and  over  again,  with  the  utmoit 
care  and  diligence,  and  cannot  think  any 
other,than  that  it  is  the  fame  epiftle  which 
Photius  read  :  in  whole  day,  finee  it  was 
in  being,  it  is  not  wonderful,  it  has 
been  preferved  to  our’s,  among  the  facred 
writings.  Neither  fee  I  any  reafon,  ei¬ 
ther  why  the  epiftle  which  Photius  read, 

fhould 


;  "JTd 


I 

I 


*  The  learned  reader,  that  Is  curious,  may  be  gratified  by 
reading  what  is  faid  upon  the  C(  fable  of  the  phoenix/* 
to  filence  the  objections  again#  this  epiftle  of  Clement* 
on  account  of  his  making  ufe  of  it,  in  the  notes  in  the 
body  of  the  epiftle,  and  in  the  prefixed  judgment  of 
♦  fonje  of 
JLe  Clere 


w  p  IUICj  d-Iivi.  J.il  lilC  piCIiACU  J  LiCigllJCIl  L 

the  great  eft  antiquaries,  as  they  may  be  feen  hi 
-’s  edition  of  Cotelerins’s  “  apoftolical  Fathers/* 
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fliould  nqt  bp  the  fame  which  Jerom 
had,  and  before  him  Clement  of  Alexan- 
dria,  and  Irenes,  yet  nearer  to  the  time 
of  Clement  qf  florae  ;  or  why  we  fhoulq 
qfcribe  it  to  any  other,  than  Clement  o( 
Rome  himfelf  i  fuice  this  has  been  hand- 

i  t  *  i  ..  V  *■  *  <  '  j  !  - 

ed  down  to  us,  with  fp  gfeat  and  quiver- 
fal  con  lent,”  To  which!  would  only  add, 
there  is  no  one  ancient  piece,  v/e  have 
greater  reafon,  both  from  its  internal  cha¬ 
racter,  and  external  evidence,  to  depend 
upon  as  genuine.  It  is  perhaps  the  moft 
frequently  quoted,  by  the  more  primi¬ 
tive  Fathers,  of  any’  uninfpired  book  ; 
between  all  which  quotations,  and  th£ 
prefent  copy  of  this  epiftlej  there  is  a  won¬ 
derful  agreement  $nd  it  carries  in  it 
none  of  thofe  marks  of  impolfor  that  are 
to  be  met  with,  in  fome  other  pieces  ; 
and  thefe  too,  palmed  upon  even  this  ve- 
ry  Clement ;  but  every  thing  is  delivered 
Both  as  to  matter,  and  manner,  as  might 
Be  expe&ed  from  orie  that  lived  in  the 
apoftolic  age,  and  was  a  worthy  faithful 
laborer  in  the  vineyard  of  Chrifl. 

Doubtful. 

*  . }  :  t  3  „ 

^  ,  .  v.  >  >  c 

-  «  «  -f  •  ■  /*’  '  T  '  ,  •'  4  ■  vj  .  *  v  f  — ^ •  ***  * 

|m  this  clafs  I  place  the  “  fccond  eptf- 
||e  to  the  Corinthians,”  afcribed  to  this 
'?  ■"*  -  Clement. 

■vi  |  •»  *  '  T-  V,J  '  ,  l  . 
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Clement.  It  is  unqueftionably  an  an¬ 
cient  piece ;  and  as  it  contains  a  pious 
exhortation  to  an  holy  life,  without  the 
mixture  of  any  thing,  that  I  at  pre'fent 
remember,  unbecoming  the  character  of 
Clement,  or  dilTonant  from  the  age  in 
vvhich  he  lived,  |  fee  no  reafon 
to  condemn  it  as  r  n  ’  * 


4s  the  known  ecclefiaffical  hilforian 
fpeaks  of  the  firff  epiftle  as  the  only  un¬ 
doubted  one,  and  declares  concerning  the 
fccond,  what  appears,  even  to  this  day,  to 
be  fa6t,  that  it  v/as  “  neither  ufed,  nor 
slledged,  by  the  ancient  writers  if  we 
may  not,  with  Jerom  and  Photjus,  plain¬ 
ly  reject  it,  \ye  m§y,  at  leaft,  put  it  up 
on  the  foot  of  uncertain  authority.--- 
^ut  I  peed  not  fay  any  more,  there  being 
^xtant  only  a  fragment  of  this  epiftle  ;  in 
which  we  meet  with  nothing  that  bears 
lation  to*  the  prefent  controverfy, 

4  _  •*  *  , .  _  _  ,  . 

pPIJRIQU'S. 

'  '  ‘  •  »  »  If 

The  pieces  of  this  fort,  afcrlbedl  t® 
Element,  their  author,  or  the  penman 
of  others,  are  the  ,£  apoffolical  conftitu- 
|:ons?  the  «  apoftolical  canons,”  the 
.  f*  recognitions,” 
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«  recognitions,”  the  “  Clementines  with 
the  “  prefixt  epiftle  of  Clement  to  James, 
and  the  “  epitome  of  the  acts  of  Peter. 

As  to  the  conftitutions }  Mr.  Whifton*, 
the  lateft  patron  of  them,  has  given 
them  the  moft  facred  character  5  pre¬ 
tending,  that  they  are  the  work  of  even 
the  whole  body  of  the  Apoftles,  and  pen¬ 
ned  by  Clement  as  their  amanuenfis  o 
than  which,  perhaps,  there  never  was  ah 
opinion  attended  with  more,  or  greater 
abfurdities.  It  is  obvious  to  all,  in  any 
meafure,  verfed  in  the  ancient  wii- 
tings,  that  there  is  a  total  filence  of  all 
primitive  antiquity  about  thefs  conftitu¬ 
tions,  And  however  Mr.  WhiftonY 
authorities  out  of  the  fathers  have  fwel- 
led  even  into  a  volume,  yet  that  they 
are  only  a  vaft  heap  of  mifapplicauons 
is  fo  evident,  that  no  one,  lo  far  as  I 
can  learn,  has  ever  thought  it  worth  while 
to  be  at  the  pains  to  take  them  out  of 
that  ftrangiy  falfe  light,  in  which  he  has 
placed  them  :  nor  is  there  any  need  of 
it,  there  being  enough  in  the  books  them- 
felves  to  make  it  clearly  evident,  that  no 
one  of  the  apoftles  had  any  hand  in  writ¬ 
ing  them  5  yea,  that  they  never  were  m 

o* 
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Wing,  at  leaft  as  we  now  have  them,  un¬ 
til  the  church  of  Chrift  was  gone  far  in¬ 
to  corruption  and  degeneracy.  A  few  of 
thofe  many  things,  which  arc  open  to 
every  one’s  obfervation,  upon  the  bare 
reading  of  them,  and  that  are  fufhcient 
.indications  of  this,  I  fliall  here  inferr. 

'  a  .  »  *  f  t  .  i  *  *  JL  A  -  '  .  .  .4.  *» 

A  J :  .  ,  /  1  * 

The  manner  in  which  they  /peak  of 
Bifhops  is  very  extraordinary.  They 
represent  them  as  “  bearing  the  charadfer 
of  God  among  men  f  ’  as  “  fet  over  alt 
men,  Prieffs,  Kings,  Pripc.es,  fathers,' Ions, 
rnafters,  and  all  that  are  fubjeci  to  them.” 
They  command  them  to  “.  judge  with 
like  authority  as  God  himfelf.”'  They 
call  the  Bifhop,  the  mini  her  of  the 
word,  the  keeper  of  knowledge,  the  me¬ 
diator  between  God  and  his  people  in  re¬ 
ligious  worfinp,  the  mafter  of  piety,  next 
unto  ;God,  the  chriftian’s  father,  his 
Prince,  Governor,  King,  Potentate  and 
declare,  that  he  is  to  be  “  honor’d  next  to 
God  as  an  earthly  God.  ’  They  fpeak  of 
Bilhops/as  thofe  that  are  to.  be  “venerated 
and  honoured  with  all  kind  of  honor  ■/’ 
as  thofe  who  hpe  “  received  from  God 
the  power  of  life  and  death,  in  judging 
hnners,  and  condemning  them  to  eter- 
•  ■  :  nal 
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fial  flames,  and  abfolving  thofe  who  are 
converted.”  They  exhort,  the  people  tb 
“  reverence  their  Bifliops  as  Kings,  and 
tb  honor  them  as  their  Lord.” 

..  This  is  a  tafte  of  the  fpirlf,  and 
ftilei  in  which  Bifliops  are  here  fpokeh. 
of  j  between  which,  and  the  ftile  and 
fpirlt  of  the  truly  apoftdlical  writings, 
upon  the  lame  fubieft,  thefe  cannot  be  k 
greater  contrariety.  -  Let  a  man  read, 
over  and  Ov£r  again, the  genuine  writing^ 
of  the  apoflles,  and  he  fhall  ever  find 
what  they  fa^  concerning  Bifhops,  to  bb 
delivered  in  plain  Ample  language,  per- 
fe6Hy  fuited  to  the  fpirituat  nature  bf  that 
kingdom  of  Chrifl,  in  which  they  are  of¬ 
ficers  :  whereas,  thefe  “  conftitUtions”  fo 
ftrafigely  differ  from  the  apoftolic  genius, 
that,  if  the  writings  Of  the  moft  corrupt 
ages  be  looked  into;  tve  fhall  not  be  able 
to  find  in  them  any  exprefiions,  more 
Unboundedly  aggrandifing  Bifliops>  and 
Claiming  for  them  higher  degrees  of  ho¬ 
nor  and  reverence; 

AtiO  if  we  turn  to  the  epiflle  of  Cle¬ 
ment,  the.  pretended  amanuenfis  of  the 

Apoftles,  we  (hall  find  as  great  .a  diffo- 

, ,  nancjf 
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hancy  between  that,  and.  thefe  Conftitn- 
tions  :  which  is  truly  wonderful,  if  he 
had  fuch  an  intimate  acquaintance  with 
them,  as  he  mull;  have  had,  if  he  was  the 
penman  of  them.  Nor  can  it,  in  any  ra¬ 
tional  way,  be  accounted  for,  that, in  wri¬ 
ting  to  the  Corinthians,  he  fhould  whol¬ 
ly  pafs  by  this  molt  Valuable  and  canoni¬ 
cal  part  of  faered  fcripture,  (as  it  mud: 
certainly  be,  if,  as  is  laid,  it  was  eompo- 
fed  by  the  whole  body  of  Apoftles)  which 
yet  he  does  j  and  this,  when  it  was  far 
better  adapted  toanfwer  the  defign  of  his 
**  epiftle,”  than  all  the  other  books  of  the 
;iew-teftament  put  together,  For  here, 
the  boundaries,  not  only  between  Bi- 
fhops  and  Prefbyters,  but  between  Pref- 
byters  and  Laics,  are  moil  punctually 
fixed  }  their  duty  to  them  prefcribed', 
their  obedience  fec-ured  j  and,  in  a-  word* 
the  whole  controverfy  among  the  Corin¬ 
thians,  the  occafion  of  Clement’s  writing 
to  them,  intirely  fettled.  And  yet,  he 
takes  not  the  lead  notice  of  thefe  “  con-* 
flitutions,”  though,  from  the  mouth  of 
theApoftles,  he  had  penned  them*  while, 
at  the  fame  time,  he  makes  great  ufe  of 
tne  books  both  of  the  old  and  new-tefta- 
ment,  to  fetch  in  arguments  to  his  pur-* 
pofe.  But  to  proceed, 

N  fet 
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In  thefe  “  eonftitutions,”  we  ha'/c 
forms  of  prayer  preferibed  for  a  great  va¬ 
riety  of  derations  :  particularly  for  both 
facraffients,  “  baptifm  and  the  Lord  s 
fupper  j”  for  the  “  ordination  of  Bifhops, 
Prefbyters,  Deacons*  Readers,  Singers,’ 
-and  fo  on,-  But  that  thefe  were,  any  of 
them,  ever  ufed  in  the  primitive  church, 
there  are  no  footfieps  in  antiquity  :  nor 
as  there  the  leaft  reference  made  to  them, 
"by  any  truly  ancient  Father,  upon  any 
occafion  :  which  is  altogether  unaccoun¬ 
table,  if,  as  is  pretended,  they  were  com* 
pofed,  even  by  the  whole  body  of  Apof- 
iles ;  and  this,  purpofely  for  the  ufe  of 
the  chriftiaii  church. 

We  here  read  of  the  ufe  of  “  oyl  in 
baptifm  nor  is  it  allowed  to  be  valid 
without  a  prayer  for  the  efficacy  of  it 
on  the  baptifed  perfon  :  and  he  is  repre¬ 
sented,  without  this  prayer,  as  *  de¬ 
fending  into  the  water  to  no  better  pur- 
pofethan  a  meer  Jew  and  as  “  wafhing 
off  the  defilements  of  his  body,  but  not  of 
his  foul.” 


•  We  have  here  preferibed  an  “  office 
for  the  dead  3”  in  which  fupplication  is 


4r 
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made  for  the  deceafed,  that  Cod  would 
“pardon  his  fins,  both  involuntary  ancl 
voluntary,  and  receive  his  fp.ul  tp  bp 
with  Abraham,  liaac,  and  Jacob.5’ 

m  v 

<  Jl 

We  are  here  commanded  to  attend 
“  prayer  at  church,”  not  only  daily, 
but  no  lefs  than  “  fix  times  a  day 
the  particular  lea  tons  for  which,  toge¬ 
ther  with  the  trifling  reafons  on  which 
they  are  grounded,  are  all  particularly 
Specified.  "  ; 

)  r‘  “  '  '  '  *' '  '  •*’  ‘  .  .  }  "  r' 

Particular  care  is  here  taken  about 
the  “  form  and  fituatiou  of  churches 
an  appointment  made,  that  they  flialj 
be  “  oblong  and  facing  the  eafh”  Mag¬ 
nificence  in  churches  is  alfo  commanded, 
the  “  Bithops  throne”  adjufted,  the  place 
where  he  is  to  Hand  appointed,  namely, 
?£  the  altar  •”  where  he  mult  appear 
clothed  with  a  “  fhining  fplendid  yeft- 
ment  and  before  he  begins  prayer,  he 
is  ordered,  in  the  fight  of  ail  the  people, 
“  to  make  upon  his  forehead  the  fign  of 
the  crofs.”  The  Deacons  are  command- 
pd  to  wait  on  each  fide  of  the  altar,  with 
a  “  fan  in  their  hands  made  of  thin 
membranes,  or  the  feathers  of  a  peacoefi, 

QZ 
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or  of  fine  cloth,  to  drive  away  the  fmall 
animals  from  the  facramental  cups.”  A 
very  minute  account  is  alio  exhibited  of 
<<  places  to  fit  in”  in  churches,  and  the 
“  junior  ordered  to  be  turned  of  his 
place,”  if  he  does  not  yield  it  to  a  mors 
honorable  itranger  j”  together  with  other 
like  iuftances  of  ceremony  and  good 
manners. 

We  are  here  directed  to  “  obferve  days 
jn  honor  to  deceafed  faints  to  accom¬ 
pany  “  their  funerals  with  finging,”  and 
to  “  aftemble  in  the  dormitories  of  the 
rpartyrs,  and  there  to  celebrate  the  holy 
eucharift,” 

s  s  ■'  »'  .  4  .  ^ 

Particular  mention  is  here  made 
of  “  Sub-deacons,  Readers,  Singers,  Con- 
feflbrs.  Porters,  Minifters,  Virgins,  Ex- 
ercifts,”  as  bearing  office  inthe  church. 
We  read  alfo  of  “  Energumens,  Cate¬ 
chumens,”  together  with  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  “  falls  and  feafts,”  and  a  deal 
more  fuch  trumpery,  which  was  abfo- 
fblutely  unknown  in  the  apollolic  age ; 
but  vifible  enough  in  the  church,  in 
after  days,  when  Ihe  had  become  luper- 
j&itious  and  corrupt.  And  this  I  fhould 

«'  mm  ^  VY4# 
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now  particularly  and  largely  have  fhewn, 
but  that  I  mull  have  taken  confiderable 
pains,  in  my  own  apprehenfion,  to  little 
purpofe  ;  not  doubting,  but  the  bare  nar¬ 
rative  of  the  above  articles  will  be  thought 
by  rnoft,  a  full  juftification  of  thole,  who 
difcard  all  pretence  to  thefe  books,  as 
apoftolically  compofed. 

This  opinion  then  being  thrown  aficle, 
it  is  not  egfy  to  conceive  of  thefe  “  con¬ 
stitutions”  in  their  prefent  form,  as  any 
other,  than  the  work  of  fome  very  bold  and 
impudent  importer  j  fince  he  perfonates 
the  Apoftles  with  all  freedom;  fpeakingitv 
the  name,  fometimes  of  one,  fometimes 
of  another,  and  fometimes  of  them  all  j 
with  the  greateft  foiemnity  and  formali¬ 
ty  commanding  this  thing,  and  prohibit¬ 
ing  another.  Inftances  of  this  are  fo  fre¬ 
quently  to  be  met  with,  that  it  is  needlefs 
to  adduce  any.’  And  it  demonftrably 
argues,  that  the  author  was  a  viie  cheat# 
and  ought  accordingly  to  be  fo  thought  of. 

•  -  '  '  JS  '  A  ■  '  '  .  ’  »  *'*•<**■<*"? 

As  to  the  time  in  which  thefe  books 
may  be  fuppofed  to  come  abroad  in  the 
world,  I  know  of  none  (thofe  few  excep¬ 
ted  who  plead  for  them  as  penned  by 

Clement) 
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Clement)  who  pretend  to  fix  the  period 
higher  than  the  latter  end  of  the  fecond,cr 
the  beginning  of  the  third  century.  *  But 
whether  thofe,  who  thus  fix  the  time, 
are  in  the  right  3  or  others,  who  bring  it 
down  to  the  fourth  or  fifth  century,  I 
fhall  not  difpute.  Probably,  they  were 
not  complete,  as  we  now  have  them,  at 
once  j  but  have  been,  from  time  to  time, 
corrected,  altered,  augmented,  according 
to  the  various  cuftohis  of  different  ages 
and  countries^ 

-%■  *  f  .  y  f  -*  r.  .  -  «  . 

*  ...  v  ■:*  -  r  T  ,  C:  f  ?  f  •  ...  „ 

j  i  |  1  '  ;  %J  J  ?  i  '  * 

Mr.  Whifton  pretends  the  fame  of  the 
f*  canons”  that  he  does  of  the  conftitu= 
tions  j  that  they  were  wrote  by  Clement, 
as  the  work  of  the  whole  apoftolic  body  { 
but  there  does  riot  appear  any  reafori,  why 
the  fame  judgment  fhould  not  be  paffed 

upon 

*-**.-•■  *  .  /'  ■  J"  .  -■*»  *  *'«. 

•  1  ,  ■  l  .  ,/*  f  *  *  *  %  » 

^  Bifhop  Beveridge  has  expended  no  fmail  labor  to  give 
date  to  thefe  i*  conffitutions,”  about  the  clofe  of  the  fe-. 
cond,  orthebeginning  ofthe  third  century  :  but  to  nova¬ 
luable  purpofe.  For,  fhould  it  be  even  allowed,  that 
they  were  then  in  being,  it  is  abfolutely  certain,  they  are 
not  now,  as  they  muft  have  been  then.  And,  unlefs 
fome  way  could  be  pointed  out  (which  has  never  yet  been 
done)  to  dift ingailh  the  o.r  i  g  i  n  a  l  conte  n  ts,  front 
the  multiplicity  corruptions  tnat  have 
crept  into  them,  they  can  be  of  no  real  fervice  ;  a$ 
there  is  no  knowing  what  is  genuine,  and  what  the 
work  of  fenfdefs .and  knavifb  jnterpolaqrts*  a 
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upon  them,that  we  have  given  of  the  con- 
flitutions,  in  point  of  their  being  apofto- 
lically  compofed.  As  for  myfelf,  nothing 
-more  was  needful  to  convince  me  of  this, 
after  I  had  once  read  them  :  fo  many  of 
them  being  either  trifling  in  ;themfelv,es, 
or  inconfiftent  with  the  truly  apoftolicad 
writings,  or  containing  fuch  things  as 
were  not  known  in  the  church  until  ages 
after  the  aponles.  I  fliall  not  think  it 
beyond  my  defign,  to  -prefent  here  to  the 
reader’s  view  a  few  of  them. 

•  1  •  v  -  * 

-  •  •  -M-  -  _ 

Can.  II.  “  If  any  Bifhop  or  Prefbyter, 
befides  what  our  Lord  has  appointed  for 
facrifice,  fliall  offer  upon  the  altar  other 
things ;  as  honey,  or  milk,  or  cyder  in- 
ftead  of  wine,  or  things  made  by  the 
confeclioner,  or  birds,  or  animals,  or 
pulfe  :  let  him  be  depofed.  Excepting 
ears  of  corn,  or  grapes,  it  is  not  lawful 
to  offer  any  thing  upon  the  altar,  fave 
only  oyl  for  the  holy  lamp,  and  incenfe 
of  thyme  in  divine  oblation.”  Thofe 
who  are  in  the  leaft  acquainted  with  the 
writings  of  the  apoftolic  age,  and  the  af¬ 
ter  corrupt  ages  of  the  church,  can  be 
at  no  lofs  to  determine,  in  which  of  thefe 
ages,  it  is  moft  likely,  this  canon  ihould 
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be  formed.  And  the  curious  reader,  that 
will  be  at  the  pains  to  run  over  the  learn¬ 
ed  Dodwell’s  “  book  of  incenfe,”  cannot 
well  help  being  fatisfied,  particularly  as 
to  the  article  of  offering  incenfe,  that  it 
was  abfolutely  unknown  in  the  church, 
for  fome  ages  after  the  death  of  the 
Apoftles. 

Can.  V.  <<  If  any  Bifliop,  Prefbyter, 
or  Deacon,  fhall  celebrate  with  the  Jews, 
the  holy  day  of  eafter  before  the  vernal 
sequinox,  let  him  be  depofed.  Xhs 
controverfy  between  the  eaftern  and  wef- 
tern  churches,  about  the  time  of  keeping 
eafter,  that  happened  in  the  fecond  cen¬ 
tury,  long  after  tne  death  of  the  Apoftles* 
might,  by  this  canon,  have  been  fettled  : 
and  yet,  in  the  whole  management  of  this 
difpute,  (which  was  prodigioufiy  fieiee)  it 
•was  never  once  appealed  to,  nor  the  leaft 
hint  given,  by  either  party,  as  if  any  fuch 
canon  was  in  being,  which  is  certain, 
ly  a  very  ftrange  thing,  if,  before  this  dif¬ 
pute,  this  cannon  had  been  made,  and 
committed  to  w'riting  by  diieclion  from 
ST  Apoftles  :  Specially  confidering,  the 
chief  managers  of  mis  difpute  were  the 

Paftors  of  the  feveral  churches,  the  molt 

learned 
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learned  and  famous  among  them  ;  who 


rauft  have  known  of  this  canon,  if  it: 
had  been  in  being  ;  add  cannot  be  fup-i 
pofed  not  to  have  made  ufe  of  it,  fincc 
it  was  an  apoftolical  one,  and  mud  at 


once  have  ended  the  conrroverfy. 


made  a  Clergyman,  who  hath  made  him- 
felf  an  eunuch  j  and  commands  every 
Clergyman*  who  hath  fo  made  himfelf, 
to  be  depofed  :  and,  if  he  be  aLaic}  to  be 
feparated  for  three  years  which  looks 
too  much  like  the  production  of  after  agfesp 
when  this  practice  became  fo  eomnjon,  as 
to  need  fome  reftraints  to  be  laid  upon, 
it,  to  be  admitted  for  apoftolical. 

'  *  *  »  ■  >  ,  4- 


firl- 


gle  perfons,  when  they  were  made  Cler¬ 
gy  men>  we  command,  that  only  Readers 
and  Singers  may  take  wives.”  A  perfon 
can  fcarce  read  this  canon,  without  turn¬ 
ing  his  thoughts  to  a  fcripture  paffage, 
which  founds  as  if, -by  fpecial  foreknow* 
ledge,  it  had  been  purpofely  infertcd,  to 
confront  the  authority  of  thefe  and  fuch 
like  decrees.  Says  one  of  the  Apoftles 


©f  our  Lord 
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fcxpreflly,  that  in  the  latter  times,  fome 
lhall  depart  from  the  faith,— forbid* 

ing  to  marry. ” 

Can.  XXVII.  “  Subjeas  all  Bifhops* 
of  every  province,  to  one  that  is  firft  a-* 
mong  them,  or  the  Metropolitan.”  But 
as  nothing  is  more  clearly  evident,  than, 
that  Metropolitans  were  not  known,  in 
the  church,  until  ages  after  the  Apoftles; 
to  thefe  times  this  canon  ought  to  be 
referred* 

I  small  only  add  two  or  three  more  ca¬ 
nons,  which  feem  to  be  of  trifling  con- 
lideration,  and  not  to  merit  a  formal 
decree  of  the  whole  body  of  Apoftles. 

Can.  LXIX.  "  If  any  Clergyman  hath 
laughed  at  one  that  is  dumb,  or  blind,  or 
lame  in  his  feet,  let  him  be  feparated  i  fo 
alfo  let  the  Layman.” 

CAN.  LXX.  “  If  any  one  hath  i 
devil,  he  may  not  he  made  a  Clergyman  * 
nor  may  he  pray  with  the  faithful. 

,  '  .-  .  ''  i  '  )  Jf  *  *  H  A  *  ...  ■*  - 

f  <  .  f  >  ..  r  .  i  .  *  f  -  '  •  *  -  * 

Can.  LXXI.  “  He  that  is  deaf,  dumb* 
fer  blind,  let  him  not  be  made  a  Bifhop” 

.-Cl  / . •  '■  •  i  -'-  Hayinc? 
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«  * 

Having  thus  offered  what  may  be 
thought  fufficient  to  evince  the  abfurdi- 
ty  qf  that  opinion,  which  makes  thefe 
canons  the  compofure  of  the  Apoftles,  i 
fhall  not  be  fo  much  concerned  to  inquire 
into  other  things  of  lefs  importance. 
Who  the  author  of  thefe  canons  was,  is 

;•  t  f  -A 

a  matter  of  the  greateft  uncertainty.  But 
whether  he  was  at)  impoftor,  that  defign- 
ed  to  inipofe  upon  the  world,  by  putting 
them  forth  under  the  name  of  the  4.pof~ 
ties  :  or  whether  they  are  only  the  de¬ 
crees  of  ancient  councils  colleSled  toge¬ 
ther  in  this  form,  by  fome  perfon  or  per¬ 
sons  of  honefl  intention  ;  and  {filed  apof- 
*  ‘  '  -  * 

tolical,  not  as  if  they  had  been  made  by 
the  Apoffles,  but  as  containing  things, 
in  their  apprehenfion,  confonant  to  the 
rules  delivered  by  the  Apoftles ;  or  as  made 
up  ofufagesand  traditions  fuppofed,  to  be 
handed  down  from  them  3  l  fay,  whether 
of  thefe  opinions  are  the  trueft,  I  fhall  not 
at  prefent  debate.  Nor  is  it  a 
agreed  on,  when  thefe  canons  firm  made 
their  appearance  in  the  world.  Mon- 
fieur  D’aille  does  not  allow  them  any  be¬ 
ing,  until  towards  the  fifth  century  3  in 
oppofition  whereto,  Bifhop  Beveridge  ha? 
ranfacked  all  antiquity  to  confirm  the 

;  opinion, 
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opinion,  that  they  ought  to  be  placed 
in  the  third  century.  But  inftead  of 
examining  the  arguments  of  thefe  au¬ 
thors  to  know  which  are  in  the  right,  I 
{hall  rather  obferve  concerning  both  the 
apoftolical  coniiitutions,  and  canons,  as 
&  conclufion  of  what  I  {hall  offer  about 
them, 

'  '  ?:  ■  ■■ 

Teat  however  thofe  learned  writers, 
v/ho  have  given  the  world  theif  thoughts 
about  thefe  books,  may  differ  in  matters 
of  f mailer  importance  ;  as  the  time,  man¬ 
ner,  arid  cccafion  of  their  being  wrote  $ 
vet,  with  great  ’  unanimity,  they  reject 
them  as  the  work  of  infpifed  Apoffles. 
And  indeed,  Mr.  WHifton  (depending  on 
the  credit  of  Dr.  Sffiallbroke)  is  the  firft 
perfon,  either  ancient  or  rnodern,  fo  far 
hs  we  are  informed  by  ecclefiaff ic^l  hif- 
tory,  that  ever  had  this  opinionbf  them  : 
<*  gven  Bovius,  and  Turrianus,  (to  ufe 
i*  the  language  of  that  author)  who 
<<  firff  recommended  the  conffitutidfts  to 
"  the  learned  world,  how  vainly  foever 

*  they  fpent  their  time  in  writing  forced 

"  and  unnatural  apologies  for  them, 
it  yvere  not  fo  fond  ot  novelty,  as  to  fup- 

*  pofe  they  were  truly  apoftolical,  and 
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*'  / 

1r 

♦f  the  produ£l  of  divine  in fpi ration. 
**  Much  lets  did  they  ever  dream  of  fo 
high  a  degree  of  infpiration,  as  renders 
*f  them  (according  to  Mr.  Whifton)  more 
H  facred  than  the  authentic  gofpels  them- 
feives.  All  that  they  pretended  to  af- 
fert  was,  that  Clemens  Romanus  had 
**  collected  fome  apoftolical  traditions, 
,f  which  he  formed  into  the  eight  books 
44  of  conftitutions,  then  retrieved  and 
4f  publiihed  by  them.  They,  therefore, 
*•  agreably  to  their  hypothefis,  weak 
4;  and  precarious  as  it  was,  labored  to 
44  eftablilh  the  antiquity  of  the  confti- 
*>  tutions,  as  a  body  of  ecclefiaftical  dif- 
4 ■  cipline  j  but  expreliiy  difclaimed  all 
'•*  pretenfions  to  divine  authority,  or  to 
*§  their  being  a  facred  rule  of  life  and 
<4  manners.”  He  goes  on  in  a  man¬ 
ner  that  I  dial!  think  worth  trans¬ 
cribing  ;  ff  Indeed  their  principal  de- 
44  fign  was  to  oppofe  thofe  of  the  re- 
4*  formation  by  them.  And  that  it  was  fo, 
,s  both  thole  Warm  patrons  of  the  con* 
f$  ftitutions  very  frankly  acknowledge. 
44  Bovius,  who  tranflated  them  firft  into 
4‘  latin,  and  commented  upon  them,  de- 
44  dicated  his  work  to  the  Pope’s  legates 
f‘  that  prehded  in  the  council  of  Trent  : 

In 


sop  G 


OF 


ivi  V 


d 

€6 


et  jn  the  epiftle  dedicatory  to  whom,  he 
“  acquaints  us,  that,  upon  a  recital  of 
<«  fome  paffitg'es  of  the  clementine  con¬ 
ic  flitutions,  at  a  meeting  of  the  fathers 
«f  of  the  council  of  Trent,  thofe  paf- 
fages  were  thought  fo  very  ferviceable 
:  to  what  was  there  tranfafting  in  that  fy- 
»«  nod,astogive  thefirft  hint  to  the  publica- 
ff  tion  of  the  whole  body  of  the  conftituti- 
#*  ons.  After  which,  Bovius  averts,  that 
#«■ there  is  fcarce  any  thing  that  is  oppofed  by 
f*  the  Heretics,  that  is,  Proteftants,  as  crept 
«  into  the  church  by  error  and  fuper- 
i*  ftition,  but  may  be  defended  by  the 
!S  authority  of  thefe  eonftitutions,  and 
ee  jhewn  to  be  of  primitive  antiquity, 
««  Turrianus,  likewife,  who  made  thefe 
«*  conftitutions  a  conuderable  part  of  his 
ftudies,  affures  us?  that  they  wtr® 
thought  very  beneficial  to  the  churchy 

that  is,  the  church  of  Rome,  by  the 
<<  cenfors  of  books  in  the  council  of 
«f  Trent  ;  and  that  their  moft  grave  and 
«  weighty  judgment  of  them  was  fealed, 
-  Ld  laid  up  at  Rome,  in  the  public 
f<  records  of  the  inquilition.  ^  Again,  he 
affirms, that  nothing  of  antiquity  could 
«  be  publiflied  more  proper  for  that  age, 
«<  and  better  adapted  to  the  confutation 


at 


«c 
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"  of  thofe  innovators,  the  Proteftants.” 
He  adds,  “  That  thefe  books  were  pro- 
**  videntially  publifhed  in  that  age,  when 
there  was  the  greateft  occafion  for 
**  them,  as  witnefles  againft  thofe  of 
the  reformation  :  (at  whom  he  rails 
“  very  plentifully)  and  that  it  feemed, 
“  nothing  more  was  either  wanting,  or 
“  could  be  expelled  for  their  convicti- 
u  on.  That  thefe  books  were  fent  by 
“  God  to  triumph  over  thefe  Protef- 
“  tants,  and  to  (hew  the  world  how  juft- 
“  ly  theyu  were  condemned  in  the  coun- 
*(  cil  of  Trent.” 

•*'.  *  f  ...  1  ..  ...  j  *  '•>/»•-  - 

Dr.  Smallbroke  adds,  the  reafon  that 
he  tranfcribed  thefe  paffages  from  Bovius 
and  Turrianus  was,  *«  That  the  reader 
“  might  be  rightly  informed  of  the  avow- 
**  ed  defign  of  publifhing  the  clementine 
“  cortftitutions,  even  the  confutation  of 
“  the  reformed  religion,”  And  I  have 
thus  tranfcribed  the  paflages  from  him, 
becaufe  he  ftiles  himfelf  “  Canon-Reli- 
dentiary  of  Hereford,  Treafurer  of  the 
church  of  Landaff,  and  Chaplain  to  his 
Grace,  the  Lord  Arch-Bifhop  of  Can¬ 
terbury*”  ; 

"  -  .>  ’*  ...  .  ,  .  -  >  ■  r 

.  .  '  *  *  ■*;.  *  «*  «r  •  ''•*  **  *  -  4  >  :  •« 
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The  next  piece,  that  prefents  Itfetf 
under  the  name  of  Clement,  is  the  “  re¬ 
cognitions,”  as  in  the  tranflation  of  Ruf¬ 
fin.  But  it  is  fo  empty  of  every  thing 
iavoring  of  the  fimplicity  of  the  firft  and 
pure  ages  of;  chriftianity,  and  fo  full  of 
fable*  and  feigned  conferences  about  fate, 
and  the  influence  of  the  ftars*  and  hea^ 
venly  conftellations,  and  fuch  like  ridi-^ 
culous  fluff,  that  it  is  univerfally  placed 
below  the  time  of  Clement,  as  altogether 
unworthy  of  him* 

*  *  *  a. 

And  the  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  other 
Writings,  we  have  mentioned  under  the 
head  of  fuppofititious,  if  indeed  they  may¬ 
be  allowed  to  be  called  different  ones; 
The  “  clementines”  are  thought,  by  fome, 
to  be  that  “  other  edition  of  the  recog¬ 
nitions,”  Ruffin  mentions  in  his  preface 
to  Gaudentius,  prefixed  to  the  recogni¬ 
tions  he  made  a  verfron  of  :  flnce  tney 
fo  exactly  agree  with  the  character  he 
there  gives  ,  of  them,  differing  in  fome. 
things  from  that  he  tranfiated,  but  the 
fame  in  many.  And  for  the  “  epitome 
of  the  acts  of  Peter/’  Dr.  Cave  calls  it 
“  a  third  edition  of  the  recognitions  /  or 

father  an  “  abftrad  of  both  the  fecog^ 

tutions 
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hitions  and  clementines,”  though  keep¬ 
ing  more  clofely  to  the  latter.  But  whe¬ 
ther  thefe  are  different  compofitions,  or 
only  one  and  the  fame  piece,  fomething 
varied  and  differently  modelled,  it  mat¬ 
ters  not  ;  fo  long  as  we  have  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  main  body  of  the  learned 
world  in  throwing  them  afide  as  evident¬ 
ly.  fuppofttitious. 


Testimonies  from  Clement’s  hrf| 
epiftle  to  the  Corinthians. 

.  ii 

The  inscription  to  the  epiflle. 

•  • 

The  church  of  God  which  is -at  Rome,, 
[e paroikoufa  Romm]  to  the  church  of 
God  which  is  at  Corinth,  [e paroikoufa. 
Korintbon]  elect,  fanftified,  by  the  will 
of  God,  through  Jefus  Chrift  ourLord  : 
grace  and  peace  from  the  AlmightyGod, 
by  Jefus  Chrill,  be  multipled  unto  you.1’ 


•>  , 

Brethren, 


*  * 


>  £  #'  'if'  ikr-S 


THE  fudden  and  uneEpeflecl  clangern 
and  calamities  that  have  fallen  upon 
ms,  have,  vye  fear,  made  us  the  more 
flow  in  our  confideration  of  fhofe  things 

P  which 


■  j, 
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which  you  inquired  of  tis  ;  as  alfo  of 
that  wicked  and  deteftable  sedition,  fo 
unbecoming  the  ele£l  of  God,  which  a 
few  heady  and  felf-willed  men  have  fo¬ 
mented  to  fuch  a  degree  of  madnefs,  that 
your  venerable  and  renowned  name,  fo 
worthy  of  all  men  to  be  beloved,  is  greatly 
blafphemed  thereby.  For  who  that  has 
ever  been  among  you,  has  not  experi¬ 
mented  the  firronefs  of  your  faith,  and  its 
fruitfulnefs  in  all  good  works  ?  and  ad¬ 
mired  the  temper  and  moderation  of  your 

religion  in  Chrift  ? - For  ye  did  all 

things  without  refpe£t  of  perfons,  and 
walked  according  to  the  laws  of  God  : 
being  fubje6t  to  thofe  who  had  the  rule 
over  you,  [upotajj'amenoi  tots  egoumenouu- 
monA  and  giving  the  honor  that  was  fat¬ 
ing  to  fuch  as  were  the  aged  among  you 
[ iois  par  umin  prejbuterois.}  Ye  com¬ 
manded  the  young  men  [Neon]  to  think 
thofe  things  that  were  modeft  and  grave. 
The  women,  ye  exhorted,  to  do  all  things 
with  an  unblameable,  and  feemly,  and 
pure  confcience  j  loving  their  own.  huf- 
bandsas  was  fating.”— 

*  £%*  4  ■  t  .  *  .  .  -  r.-;  •-  a  .  --  r  n  z* 

>■  •  -i  ( •'  -r  ;•  *  *  fc  . 

He  goes  on,  in  the  next  fcttion,  com- 
^inending  their  former  chriftian  good  tem- 

pel 
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per  and  condudl  ;  and  then  proceeds  to 
tell  them  of  their  faults,  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  words,  • 

Sect.  111.--“  So  was  fulfilled  that  which 
is  written,  “  rny  beloved  did  eat  and 
drink,  he  was  enlarged,  and  waxed  fat, 
and  he  kicked.”  From  hence  came  emu¬ 
lation,  and  envy,  and  ftrife,  and  fedition  ; 
perfecution  and  diforder,  war  and  capti¬ 
vity.  So  they  who  were  of  no  renown, 
lifted  up  themfelves  againft:  the  honora¬ 
ble  ;  thofe  of  no  reputation,  againft  thofe 
that  were  in  refpeft  j  the  foolifh  againft 
the  wife  ,•  the  young  men  againft  the 
aged  j 'pi  neoi  epi  tous  preJbuterous^\  There¬ 
fore  righteoufnefs  and  peace  are  depart¬ 
ed  from  you,  becaufe  every  one  hath  for- 
faken  the  fear  of  God.”— 

*  -  *  '  .  4  .  .  .  _  ^ 

Sect.  XXI.  — “  The  Spirit  of  the  Lord 
is  a  candle,  fearchipg  out  the  inward  parts 
of  the  belly.”  Let  us  therefore  confider 
how  near  he  is  to  us ;  and  how  that  none 
of  our  thoughts,  or  reafonings,  which 
we  frame  within  our  felves,  are  hid  from 
him.  It  is  therefore  juft,  that  we  fliould 
not  forfake  our  rank,  by  doing  contrary 
to  his  will.  Let  us  chufe  to  offend  a 

-  V  ■  j  ^ 
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few  foolifh  and  in  con  fide  rate  men,  lifted 
tip,  and  glorying  in  their  own  pride,  ra¬ 
ther  than*  God.  Let  us  reverence  our 
Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  whofe  blood  was  giv¬ 
en  for  us  ;  let  us  honor  thofe  who  are 
let  over  us  toz/s proegoumfoious  £mon  ;]  let 
*s  refpecf  the  aged  that  are  among  us 
[tcus prejbuterous  emon ;]  let  us  inftruct  the 
younger  men  in  the  diiciphne  and  fear 
of  the  Lord.  Our  wives  let  us  direct 
t'o  do  that  which  is  good.  ’— 

v  :  ¥ 


Sect.  XXXVII.  cc  Let  us  therefore 
march  on,  men  and  brethren,  with  all 
earneftnefs  in  his  holy  laws.  Let  us 
confider  thofe  who  fight  under  our  earth¬ 
ly  Governors  :  how  orderly,  how  readily, 
sfnd  with  what  exaff  obedience  they  per¬ 
form  thofe  things  that  are  commanded 
theti^  ?  All  are  not  Generals,  nor  Colo¬ 
nels,  nor  Captains,  nor  inferior  officers  j 
But  every  one,  in  his  reipedf  ive  rank,  does 
what  is  commanded  him  by  the  King,  and 
thcsf?  who  have  authority  over  him.  They' 
who  are  great  cannot  fubfift  without 
thofe  that  are  little  ;  nor  the  little  with¬ 
out  the  great.  But  there  muft  be  a  mix¬ 
ture  in  all  things,  and  then  there  will  be 

ufe  and  profit  too.  Let  us,  for  exam¬ 
ple. 
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pic,  take  opr  body  ;  the  head  without  the 
feet  is  nothing,  neither  the  feet  without 
the  head.  And  even  the  fmalleft  members 
ofour  body  are  yet  both  necelfary,  and  ufe- 
ful  to  the  whole  body.  But  all  confpire 
together,  and  are  fubjeft  to  one  common 
ufe,  namely,  the  prefervatipn  of  the 
whole  body.” 

^  It  1  V  ,  ♦  v  b  V  1  *  ,  ■ 

Ha  vi ng  applied  what  he  had  thus 
iaid,  in  the  two  following  feftions,  xxxviii- 
and  xxxix,  to  the  encouragement  of  good 
order  in  the  church  of  Corinth,  he  goes  on, 

=  4  -  '■  >  - ■-  *  ■-  *  .  ,  ■ «  \  \  't  j.  *  '  ■  ‘  i  l  \ 

Sect.  XL.  «  Seeing  then  thefe  things 
are  manifef|  to  us,  it  will  behove  us  to 
take  cafe,  that,  looking  into  the  depths  of 
the  divine  knowledge,  we  do  all  things  in- 
order,  whatfoever  our  Lord  has  com¬ 
manded  us  to  do.  And,  particularly;- 
that  we  perform  our  offerings  and  fer- 
vice  to  God  at  their  appointed  feafons  ; 
for  thefe  he  has  commanded  to  be  done, 
not  rafhly  and  diforderly*  but  at  certain 
determinate  times  and  hours.  And  there¬ 
fore  he  has  ordained,  by  his  fuprepae  will 
and  authority,  both  where,  and  by  what 
perfons,  they  are  to  be  performed  :  that 
fo.  all  things  being  pioufly  done  unto  all 

well- 
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well-pleafing,  they  may  be  acceptable  to 
him.  They  therefore  who  make  their 
offerings  at  the  appointed  feafons  are  hap¬ 
py,  and  accepted  ;  becaufe  that,  obeying 
the  commandments  of  the  Lord,  they  are 
free  from  fin.  And  the  fame  care  mufi  be 
had  of  the  perfons  that  minifter  unto  him.  * 
For  the  chief  Prieft  [. Archiereus,  high  Prieft ] 
has  his  proper  fervices  ;  and  to  the 
Priefts  their  proper  place  is  appointed  ; 
^nd  to  the  Levites  appertain  their  pro¬ 
per  miniftries  ;  and  the  Lay-man  is 
confined  within  the  bounds  of  what  is 
commanded  to  Lay-men.”  It  follows 
immediately. 

Sect.  XLI.  “  Let  every  one  of  you 
therefore,  brethren,  blefs  God  in  his  proper 
ftation,  with  a  good  confidence,  and  with 
all  gravity,  not  exceeding  the  rule  of  his 
fervice  that  is  appointed  to  him.  e 
daily  facrifices  are  not  offered  every 
where  ;  nor  the  peace-offerings,  nor  the 
facrifices  appointed  for  fin  and  tranf- 
greffions ;  but  only  at  Jerufalem  :  nor 
in  any  place  there,  but  only  at  the  altar 


*  Tlic  Arch-Biihop  has  printed  the  above  fentence  in  italic. 
'  3  fuppofe,  that  it  is  not  in  the  ongmal. 

For  it  is  not  to  be  found  there. 
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before  the  temple  ;  that  which  is  of¬ 
fered,  being  firft  diligently  examined  by 
the  High-prieft,  and  the  other  mini- 
ftefs,  we  before  mentioned.  They  there¬ 
fore  who  do  any  thing  which  is  not  agreea¬ 
ble  to  his  will,  are  punched  with  death. 
Conlider,  brethren,  that  by  how  much 
the  better  knowledge  God  has  vouch- 
fafed  unto  us,  by  fo  much  the  greater 
danger  are  we  expofed  to.”  The  next 
words  are, 

Sect.  XLII.  **  The  Apoftles  have 
preached  to  us,  from  our  Lord  Jefus 
Chrift  ;  Jefus  Chrift,  from  God.  Chrift 
therefore  was  lent  by  God,  the  Apoftles 
by  Chrift  :  fo  both  were  orderly  lent,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  will  of  God.  For  having 
received  their  command,  and  being  tho¬ 
roughly  allured  by  the  refurreflion  of 
our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  and  convinced  by 
the  word  of  God,  with  the  fullnefs  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  they  went  abroad  pub- 
lifhing,  that  “  the  kingdom  of  God  was 
at  hand.”  And  thus  preaching  through 
countries  and  cities,  [Kata  Choras  kai 
polets]  they  appointed  the  firft-fruits  of 
their  converfions  to  be  Bifhops  and 

Minifters 


w  *  i 


\  * 
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Minifters  *  [eis  epijkopotiskai diakoneus ]  over 
fuch  as  fhould  afterwards  believe,  having 
firft  proved  them  by  theSpirit.  Norwas  this 
any  new  thing  j  feeing  that,  long  be¬ 
fore,  it  was  written  concerning  Bifhops 
and  Deacons  [peri  epjfcopon  kai.  diakonon .] 
For  thus  faith  the  icripture,  in  a  cer¬ 
tain  place,  “  I  will  appoint  their  over- 
feers  [epijkopous  autori\  in  righteoufnefs, 
and  their  minifters  [diakonous  auton ]  in 
faith.” 

And  hdving,  in  the  next,  the  xliiidj 
fedtion,  fpoken  of  the  method  Mofes,  of 
old,  came  into  to  fettle  the  Jewifli  Prieft- 
hood  to  prevent  contention,  he  proceeds* 

Sect.  XLIV.  54  So  likewife  our  Apof- 
tles  knew  by  our  Lord  Jefus  Chi  1  ft,  that 
there  fhould  contentions7  arife  upon  the 

account 


-  f  f  Sl  «  ,  I*,  p  ■  f 

Is  it  fo  vilible  to  the  meer  Englift  reader,  by  this  tranf- 
lation,  that  Clement  is  here  fpeakthg  of  the  apoftolic  con- 
ftitution  of  the  two  order's  m  the  church,  £i  sat  ors 
and  D  E  a  c  o  N  s ,  as  it  is  to  thofe  who  aye  acquainted  with 
the  original  words  ?  Can  even  candor  itfelf  fuppofe  that 
the  word  Diakonous,  could,  in  this  place,  have  Ken 
trahflated,  not  Deacon  s  but  by  the  general  word  Mi* 
NISTERS,  unlefs  upon  defign  ?  Efpec tally,  when  thofe 
officers  are  here  intended  to  be  pointed  ont/wKch  hoh 
Clement,  and  the  fcnptures,  ftgmfy  by  the  word, 
Diakonoi, Deacons, m its  appropriated 
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account  of  the  miniflry  ton  onomatoi 
tes  cpifccprs.  *]  And  therefore-  having  a 
perfect  fore-knowledge  of  this,  they  ap¬ 
pointed  periods;  as  we  have  before  fa  id, 
and  then  gave  direction  -f  how,  when 
they  ihould  die,  other  chofen  and  approv¬ 
ed  nlen  iliould  fucceed  In  their  miniftry. 
Wherefore  we  cannot  think,  that  thole 
may  be  juftly  thrown  out  of  their  rrjini- 
ftry,  who  were  either  appointed  by  them* 
or  afterwards  chofen  by  other  eminent 
men,  with  the  con  fen  t  of  the  whole 
church  ;  and  who  have,  with  all  lowii- 
pefs  and  innocency,  niiniifred  to  tire 
flock  of  Chrift,  in  peace,  and  without 
felf-jntereft,  and  were  for  a  long  times 
commended  by  all.  For  it  would  be 
fio  fniafl  Ifn  in  us,<  fhould  We  calt  off 
thole  from  their  miniftry,  %  [tfa  epifliQph] 
t?bo  ho'lily  and  without  blame  fulfil  the 
:  CL_  duties 


*  “  About  the  name  of  bishopric,”  as  the  Arch-Bifhop  reu- 
ders  it  in  the  margin. 

»  •  <  '  4 

f  The  ArdvBijChop  has  it  In  the  margin,  ct  left  a  lift  of 
other  .chofen  and  approved  men,  jvho  fhould  fucceed 
,  them  iu  the  miniftry;  ’  '  7 

t  Ifthe  word^epifcopek,  inftead  of  mini  ftryyhad  been  tranfia- 
-ted  here  epifcapacy,orepifcQpate,k  would  have  been  more 
agreeable  to  its  juft  import,  particularly  in  this  place,  and 
not-  have  looked  like  a  defgn  to  impofe  on  the  gn-*- 
t  glifh  reader. 
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duties  of  it.  BiefFed  are  thofe  Priefts,  * 
\_makanot  oi  Prcfbuteroi j  who,  having  fi- 
nifoed  their  courfe  before  thefc  times, 
have  obtained  a  perfect  and  fruitful  di Ab¬ 
lution  :  For  they  have  no  fear  left  any 
one  fhould  turn  them  out  of  the  place 
which  is  now  appointed  for  them.  But 
we  fee  how  you  have  put  out  fome,  who 
lived  reputably  among  you,  from  the 
miniftry,  which  by  their  innocence  they 
had  adorned. 


-  Sect.  XLVlI.  “  Take  the  epiftle.of 
the  blelFed  Paul,  the  Apoftle,  into  your 
hands.  What  was  it  that  he  wrote  to 

you, 


*  jt  ;s  nof  eafie  to  conceive,  why  the  Arch-Bifeop  fhould 
here  ‘tranilate  Freskutf.ro  i  ,  by  the  word  Pr .i  ests, 
unlefs  he  had  it  in  view  to  keep  the  Englife  reader  from 
feeing  in  fo  linking  a  light  as  otherwife  he.  would, 
that  p'relbvters,  in  the  account  of  Clement,  were  pre- 
cifelv  the  fame  order  of  officers  with  Bifeops ;  as  they  are, 
in  the  preceding  line,  direclly  faid  to  be  “  “It  out  of 
their  episcopacy."  The  (lipping  in  here  the wdrd 
Priests,  inftcad  of  Prelbyters,  obteures  the  light,  m 
which  this  certain  truth  fo  clearly  femes,  m  this  place. 
It  may  be  added,  the  word  Priest  is  no  where  ufed  by 
Clement,  or  by  any*  of  the  writers  of  the  new-teftament, 
to  (ignify  that  officer,  in  the  chriftian  church, who  is  point¬ 
ed  out  bLhe  word  Presbyter  :  nor  was  u  ever, ft 
ufed,  until  the  MAN  of  sin  had  grown  to  a  very  coijf- 
derable  height.  Its  ufe,  as  having  fee  fame  meaning 
with  Prelbyter,  though  common  m  the  puchc  fervices  of 
‘  the  Englife' church, took  its  rife  from  the  church  of  Ro  M  e  , 
lad  its  public  offices ;  which  reflefts  no  great  honor  on  a. 
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you,  at  hi?  ftrft  preaching  the  gofpei 
among  you  ?  Verily,  he  diet,  by  tj?e  Spi¬ 
rit,  admoniftj  you  concerning  him  (elf,  and 
Cephas,  and  Apollos,  bec^ufe  that  even 
then  ye  had  begun  to  fail  into  parties  and 
factions  among  yourfelves.  Neverthe- 
dels  your  partiality  then  led  you  into  a 
much  lefs  fin  :  forafinuch  as  ye  placed 
your  affections  upon  Apofties,  men  of 
eqitoent  reputation  in  the  church  ■,  and 
Upon  another,  who  was  greatly  tried, and 
approved  of. by  theow  But  c6nfider,we  pray 
you,  vyho  were  they  that  have  now  led  you 
aftray,  and  leflened  the  reputation  of  that 
brotherly  love  that  was  fo  eminent  among 
you  ?  It  is  a  fliame,  my  beloved,  yea  a 
very  great  frame,  and  unworthy  of  your 
chriftian  profeffion,  tp  hear,  that  the  mo, ft 
firm  and  ancient  church,  of  the  Corinthi¬ 
ans  iliould,  by  one  or  two  perfons,  be 
led  into  a  {edition  againft  its  Priefts  \j>rGs 
■  tons  Prejbuterous .]  And  this  report  is 
come  n.ot  only  to  us,  but  to  thofe  alfo 
that  differ  from  us  :  inforqmch  that  the 
name  of  the  Lord  is  blafphemcd  through 
your  folly  „  and  even  ye  yourfelves  are 
brought  into  danger  by  it.” 

.•  Sect.  XL VI II.  “  Let  us  therefore, 
with  all  haft?,  put  an  end  to  this  ieditL 

on  | 


cn  >  and  let  us  fall  down  before  the  Lord, 
and  befeech  him  with  tears,  that  he  would 
be  favorably  reconciled  to  us,  and  re¬ 
store  us  again  to  a  fee  inly  and  holy  com  Is 
of  brotherly  love.”— 

t  * 


SecTo  LIV.  f*  Who  is  there  among; 
you  that  is  generous  ?  Who  that  is  tom- 
paffionate  ?  Who  that  has  charity  ?  Let 
him  Lay,  if  this  (edition,  this  contention, 
and  thefe  fehifms,beupon  my  account,  Tam 
ready  to  depart,  to  go  away  whither- 
foevpr  ye  pleafe,  and  do  what  foe  ver  ye 
fliall  command  me  :  only,  let  the  flock 
of  Chfi$:  be  in  peace,  with  the  Elders 
that  are  fet  qvir  it,  [met a  tonkatbejla- 
me  non  firejh.yteron .Jj  H.e  that  ill  all  do 
this,  fhall  get  to  hirnfelf  a  very  great  ho¬ 
nor  in  the  Lord/1 


Sect.LVII.  “  Do  ye  therefore  whohrft 
laid  the  foundatiohof  this  fedition,  fob- 
mit  yourfelyes  to  your  Prieffs  \joh  l3rejbu- 
i'erois  ;]  and  be  inftrudled  unto  repen¬ 
tance,  bending  the  knees  of  your  hearts. 
Learn  to  be  fubject,  laying  al’de  all  proud 
and  arrogant  boafting  of  your  tongues. 
For  it  is  better  for  ydu  to  be  found  little, 
and  approved*  in  the  fheepfoid  of 
'E,%»nyl  inwri  ,LrrD 


Chrift, 


HP 
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Ghrift,  than  to  feem  to  yourfelves  better 
than  others }  and  be  cad  out  of  his  fold.”— 

*1  •’>  f  ‘  V  /I  j  1  »  V<  ;  *  ■  ?  I  /*  $4  *  **  V  f  t  •  *  %  • 

Remarks  and  Observations  oh  the 
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to  pegging 
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HAVING  laid  'before  the  reader's 
view  all  the  pa::ag?s,  in  Clement’s  epiftle*, 
that  relate  to  the  Episcopalian  controver¬ 
sy,  I  ill  all  now  take  particular  notice  of 
thofe  among  them,  I  have  met  with  as 
hied  to  fupport  the  opinion,  which  would 
make  Bifhops  an  order  in  the  church 
tfrfli n ct  from,  and  fuperior  to,  fttHHP 

which  when  I  have  done,  Ifha_. . 

pofe  fuch  obfer'vatiohs,  in  favor  of1  the 
parity  of  the  order  of  thefe  office,  as 
dfe  evidently  deducible  froth  the  Whole 
of  what  Clement  has  laid  upon  this  point. 

•  1 >1  o  ' 

The  paifages  infilled  upon  to  fuppbrfc 
the  fuperiority  of  Bifhops  to  Pre-lbytecs* 
I  (hall  confider  without  oblerving  any 
other  method,  than  the  order  in  which 
’  tey  lie  in  the  epilHe. 


i 

* 


I  meet  with,  recurred 
fo  by  epiicopax  writers,  we  have  in 

Sect,  And  yd  walked  accord* 

jpg  to  the  laws  of  God,  being  fubject  to 

thofe 


:  :•;■'.--■•■■ '"-  '  ':  •  .\ 


,,6  CLEMENT  or  Ro.me. 

thofe  \iipotaJ[amenoi  tois  egcumenois  umn  ] 
who  had  the  rule  over  you,  and  giving 
the  honor  that  was  fitting  [tois  par  umin 
Prejbuterps j  to  fuch  as  were  .aged  among 
you.”  To  which  they  add  thofe  parallel 
words,  in  feft.  xxi.  “  Let  us  honor  thofe 
that  are  let  over  us ;  [tous  proigoumenous 
emon]  let  u?  refpedt  [tousPreJbuterousemon] 
the  aged  that  are  among  us.” 

These  paffages,  it  is  pleaded,  afford 
clear  evidence,  that  there  was,  in  the 
days  of  Clemept,  a  dihin&ion  between 
Billiops  and  Prefbyters,  Being  fubieft, 
igoumenois  union,  that  is,  I  fay  they,  to  your 
ccclefjaftical  rulers  ;  by  whom  they  con- 
elude  are  meant  Bifhops :  and  this,  as  of¬ 
ficers  diftina:  from  Prefbyters  ;  becaufe 
it  follow?,  paying  due  honor  tois  par 
umin  Prejbuterois  ;  by  whom,  they  fup- 
pofe,  we  are  to  underhand,  not  aged  men, 
but  thofe  officers  in  the  church,  called 
Prefbyters. 

Now,  in  order  to  (now  the  invalidity 

of  this  plea,  I  have  no  need  to  go  into  the 

opinion  of  .the  learned  Salmafius,  and 

Burton,  who  underhand  by  thefe  egou- 

menoi,  not  ecclefiahical,  but  civil  rulers  j 

Which  opinion  they  hrengthen  by  ob- 

ferving. 


t 


ferving,  that  this  word  is  feveral  times 
ufed  in  this  cpiflle  ;  bat  always  as  fig- 
nifying  thofe,  who  were  civil  rulers.  The 
places  referred  to  by  Salmafius  are  five ; 
and  except  thofe  under  confideration, 
they  are  all,  in  which  it  is  ufed  ;  and  it 
is  ufed  in  them  with  reference  to  civil 
officers.  But  this  notwithftanding,  as 
the  word  may,  with  propriety,  be  applied 
to  ecclefiaftical  rulers,  and  is  frequently 
applied  to  them  in  the  (acred  books ;  and 
as  there  is  no  hint  given,  any  where  in 
Clement’s  epiftle,  as  if  the  Corinthi¬ 
ans  were  blameablefor  their  difobedience 
to  their  civil  rulers ;  and  its  chief  defign 
is  to  teach  them  a  futable  conduct-,  not 
towards  thofe  in  the  (late,  but  in  the 
church,  that  were  fet  over  them  :  I  fay 
confidering  thefe  things,  I  am  willing 
to  allow,  that,  by  thefe  rulers,  we  are  to 
imderftand,  not  thofe  of  the  civil,  but 
ecclefiaftical  order  :  but  mult  fay,  at 
the  fame  time,  that  we  have  abundant 
reafon  to  conclude,  they  were  Prefbyters, 
and  not  Biftiops  ;  unlefs  we  take  Bi- 
Ihop  and  Prefbyter,  to  be  only  different 
words  for  the  fame  officer.  For  let  it  be 
obferved. 


There 
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There  was,  at  this  time,  a  plurality  of 
thefe  rulers  in  the  church  of  Corinth  ;  a$ 
is  plain  from  the  word,  [egoumenois] which 
is  of  a  plural  fignification.  Nqw,  it  is 
certain,  that  there  was  a  plurality  of 
Prefbyters  it)  this  church  ;  and  Prefbyr 
ters  tpo,  who  had  been  u  let  over  them,” 

|q  whom  they  were  commanded  to  “  be 
in  subjection.”  Says  Clement,  \upo~ 
tagete  tots  Prejbutefois }  “  Be  ye  fubjeit  to 
your  Prefbyters.”  And  it  is  obfervable, 
the  fame  Word,  here  jotted  with  Pref¬ 
byters,  requiring  the  lobjeftion  of  fh| 
Corinthian  church  to  them,  i$  joined 
alfo  with  the  word,  egcumcnots,  hefpeak- 
ing  the  fame  fubjedhon.  The  interpre¬ 
tation  is  therefore  fmpotjb,  natural,  and 
confident  With  the  current  ftrajn  of  the  . 
whole  epiftle,  while  by  thefe  egoummu. 
we  Utiderftand  the  Prefbyters  of  the 
church  ;  efpeeially,  if  if  be  further  Ootj- 
fidered,  that  Prefbyter-Bifhops  are  tne 
higheft  ecclefiaftical  rulers  any  where  men¬ 
tioned  by  Clement :  nor  is  his  epiftle  at 
all  acquainted  with  Bifjiops,  only  as  th?y 
mean  officers  in  the  church,  precifely 
of  the  fame  rank  with  tne  Prefpyt?rs 

of  it.  ,  ... : 

i  ♦  « 

.  >  »*•  .a  tA-m  4  s  r 

Besides, 
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Besides,  it  may  be  worth  a  remark, 
the  word  egoumenst  is  one  of  the  names 
ufed  in  fcripture  to  point  out  PrefbytersL 
or,  in  other  words,  thole  officers  in  the 
jthrilfian  church,  that  are  elfewhere,  in 
thelacred  writings,  promilciiouily  and  in¬ 
differently  called  either  Bilhops.orTreiby^ 
iers.  Thus  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews^ 
when  they  are  minded  git  their  duty 
to  their  eccleliafticdl  guides,  gr  rulers,  it 
is  expreffed  after  that  manner,  “  Remem¬ 
ber  [ ton  egoumenon  union  \  them  which  have 
the  ru]e  over  you,  and  have  fpoken  tg 
you  the  word  of  God.”  *  And  a  few 
verfes  below,  “  obey  [tots  egoumenois 
union ]  them  that  have  the  rule  over 
you.”  And  the  epiftle  concludes  in. 
tnat  ffile,  “  faiute  [pcintas  toys  egoumer 
nous  nmon\  all  them  that  have  the  rule 
pver  you.”  And  this  ufe  of  the  word, 
;n  this  epiltle,  is  the  rather  to  be  regard:- 
ed,  becaufe  Eufebius  and  Jerom  fpeak, 
both  of  them,  of  fo  great  an  affinity,  in 
many  things,  both  as  to  words  and  mat¬ 
ter,  .between  this  and  the  epiftle  of  Cle¬ 
ment,  that  it  was  from  thence  thought, 
that  Clement  was,  at  leaft,  the  tranflator  of 

*  '  ’  i  *</  i  i 
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the  epiflle  to  the  Hebrews.  And  cn- 
ticks  make  life  of  it  as  a  fliong  a'gn- 
ineht  in  proof  of  the  genuinenets  or  the 
pretent  copy  of  Clement’s  epiftle,  that  it 
is  found  to  agree  fo  well  with  this  obfer- 
vation  of  EiilVbius  and  Jeiom. 

*  ,  -  '•>  \\  •  *;  i.  »,  v  C  *•  *  '  •  •  ♦  ;  "  7 

But  with  the  Eplfcopaliatis,  we 
ill  on  Id  fuppofe  thefe  houmenoi  mean  Br- 
IhL,  in  diftinaion  from  Prefbyters  5 
will  it  not  follow j  as  an  inevitable  confe- 
quence,  that  there  was  in  the  church 
of  Corinth,  at  the  fame  time,  a  plurali¬ 
ty  of  Bifhops  ?  It  is  obfervable,  the  word 
is  houmenoisi  not  in  the  fingular,  but  plu¬ 
ral  number :  which  can  never  be  recon¬ 
ciled  with  the  doftrine  of  one  Bifhomm 
a  church*  as  the  center  of  unity.”  The 
dilemma  here  is  plain  :  either  thefe  mu- 
tnetioi  were  not  Bifhops  in  the  lenfe 
pleaded  for*  or  there  were  more  of  thefe 
•  Bifhops  than  one,  in  the  fame  church,  at 
the  fame  tirrie.  That  is  to  fay,  either 
this  teflimony  from  Clement  muft  be 
given  up,  or  the  old  facred  maxim,  “  one 
Bilhop  one  altar.”  But  rather  than  part 
■With  this,  I  doubt  not  we  fhall  be  left  m 
$uiet  poffeffion  of  any  teftimony  whatever. 

•  m  ,  m  •  f  < 

*  u  It 
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|t  will  perhaps  be  obje&ed  again  ft 
what  ?  has  been  offered,  that  thefe  i  idlers 
vare  eiiftinguvfiiued,  in  the  paffages  them- 
,|elves,  from  Prefbyters  ;  ana  therefore 
can  never*  mean  the  fame  officers. 

«r  ■  '■■■"  •  4  - 

In  anfwer  whereto,  I  freely  acknow¬ 
ledge,  the  Greek  words,  egoumenok,  and 
Prejbuierois,  are  diftinguiflied  from  each 
0 thex  :  bqt  that  the  word,  Prejbuterois, 
means  here  thofe  officers  in  the  church, 
that  are  called  Prefbyters,  there  'is  no  re|- 
fon  to  think.  It  is  certain,  this  term  is 
fome.times  ufed  in  its  common  and  un¬ 
appropriated  fen  ft,  as  fignifying  only* 
aged  persons.  In' this  fenie  it  is  taken  in 
j.  Tim.  V.  I.  “  Rebuke  not  [Prejbn- 
tero J'an  Elder,  but  intreat  him  as  a  la¬ 
ther.”— Dr.'  Whitby’s  note  here  is,  *f  In 
the  judgment  of  CKryfofcom,  Theodoret, 
Oecumenius,  and  Thecphyiaeh  the  Elder 
here  fjgnifjes,  ijot  a  Prieft,  but  a  grave 
and  ancient  man  j  fuch  being  in  'all  agbS 
and  nations  ftiled  fatherg.  And  this 
fenfe,  the  diftlhfUQn  here  of  ages,  and 
of  fexes,  feerns  to  plead  for.  For  fo  it 
follows,  “  the  younger  men  (intreat) 
as  brethren,  the  elder  women  as  mothers,” 
and  fo  on.  In  the  fame  fenfe,  this  word 

C-r  *•  *  >  ■  4  ■■■  -  +  < 
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l$  to  be  taken  in  thefe  parages  of  Cle¬ 
ment,  and  for  the  fame  real oh  ;  though 
ipuch  ftrengthened  by  its  manner  of  con¬ 
nexion.  For  let  it  be  obfeived, 

K  K.  •  *  >  -  *  '  J  . '  V ;  •  -  .  >  -  -  •  5  ' 

f.  ’  1 

In  the  firft  of  thefe  paflages,  Clemenf 
is  commending  the  Corinthians  for 
what  was  formerly  worthy  in  their 
conduct  ;  and,  among  other  things, 
mentions  it  to  their  praife,  that  they 
?v  had  been  fubject  to  their  egoumenois 
and  had  “  paid  due  honor  to  their  Pref- 
byterois  f  where,  by  Prejfhyterois,  he  means, 
^nd  mu  ft  mean,  not  their  Preifb'yters,  but 
the  aged  among  them,  not  only  beeaufe 
it  immediately  follows,  ye  commanded 
the  young  men  to  think  tljofe  things 
that  were  modeft  and  grave  but  be- 
caufe  the  egoumencis  they  had,  m  their 
Former  orderly  ftate,  been  fubjeci  to, 
were  the  Presenters  of  the  church  : 
fpc  thefe,  as  has  been  proved,  he  elie- 
where  mentions  as  “  fet  over  the  church,” 
^.nd  accordingly  enjoins  their  “Fubjection 
|o  them  nor  are  any  higher  church 
officers  fpoken  of  in  his  epiftle  $  and  what 
is  more,  he  fpeaks  of  thefe,  as  has  been 
paid,  and  will  hereafter  be  further  prov- 
jbd,  as  actually  'veiled  with  episcopacy. 
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The  interpretation  therefore  is  natural, 
obvious,  and  conliftent,  which  under- 
iiands  the  word  vrefbyieroi,  in  this  place, 
riot  as  pointing  out  the  officers  in  the 
church,  called  Prefbyters,  who  had  been 
ipoken  of  in  the  immediately  foregoing 
words ;  but  as  fignifying,  in  its  unappro¬ 
priated  fenfe,  aged  persons  :  whereas, 
to  conftrue  it  otherwife,  would  make 
Clement  a  carelefs,  inattentive,  not  to  fay 
blundering,  inconfiftent  writer. 


/ 


In  the  other  paffage,  Clement,  in  op- 
pofition  to  the  present  diforderly,  fedi- 
tious  behavior  of  fome  in  the  Corinthian 
church,  exhorts  them  to  a  temper  and 
£ondudt  better  befiting  their  character 
as  Chriflians;  Says  he,  “  Let  us  rever¬ 
ence  aur  Lord  Jefus  Ghrlft,  whofe  blood 
was  given  for  us  $  let  us  honor  [to us  pro* 
egoumemus  anon]  thofe  who  areVet  over 
ns  ;  let  us  refpedt  [tons  Prefbyterous  emon ] 
the  aged  among  us  let  us  inftruct  the 
younger  men  [neons]  in  the  fear  cf  the 
Lord/1  The  Proegownenoi  here  are  the 
lame  that  are  Ipoken  of  in  the  above 
paffage,  that  is,  the  Prefbyters  who  had 
been  fet  over  the  church.  *  The  word, 
'ejhyierot,  therefore  mud  mean  their 
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aged  people.  There  will,  in  this  coij- 
ftru&ion  of  the  word,  be  order,  propri¬ 
ety,  and  beauty,  in  the  exhortations  that 
are  feverally  made  :  whereas,  if  the  word 
is  tranllated  fo  as  to  fignify  the  Prefby- 
ters  of  the  church,  there  will  be  intro¬ 
duced  tautology,  and  a  breach  of  order 
in  the  adviceg  that  are  here  given. 

The  interpretation  I  have  exhibited 
of  thefe  paflages  will  more  evidently  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  juft  5  if  we  turn  to  fed*.  md, 
where  Clement  fpeciftes  the  diforders  he 
would  blame  in  the  church  at  Corinth. 
His  words  are  thefe,  if  They  who  were 
of  no  renown  lifted  themfelves  up  agaimf 
the  honorable  5  thofe  of  no  reputation 
againft  thofe  that  were  in  refpect ;  the 
foolilh  againft  the  wife  ;  the  young 
men  againft  the  aged,  news  epi  tons  M 
byterous  •*  therefore  righteoufnefs  and 
peace  are  departed  from  you.  —The  op- 
pofition  between  the  young  men  and 
the  aged,  is  fo  plain  here  that  none  ever 
pretended  to  difpute  this  fenfe  of  th? 
word,  prejbyterou  in  this  place.  A^atnis, 
being  ns  fenfe  here,  muft  be  its  fen[e  ^' 
fo  in  the  other  paffages  we  have  confider- 
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ed  ;  for  they  all  relate  to  one  and  the 
fame  thing. 

I  shall  only  fubjoin  upon  this  head  j 
in  Cotelerius's  “  apoftolical  fathers”  by 
L’Clerc,  in  all  thefe  fections,  the  word 
prejbuteroi  is  tranflated  aged  persons. 
Arch-Bifhop  Wake  alfo,  in  his  “  epiftles 
of  the  fathers,”  renders,  the  fame  word, 
in  all  the  above  places,  in  the  fame 
manner  :  which  I  thus  give  notice 
of,  becaufe  their  thus  tranflating  the 
word,  rauft  have  proceeded  from  a  full 
convi&ion  of  the  neceflary  propriety  of 
this  verfiott*  and  not  from  want  of  a 
good  heart  to  ferve  the  epifcopal  caufe,  as 
far  as  they  could  with  a  good  confcience. 

't’ttE  next  plea,  made  in  favor  of  the 
diftinftion  between  Bifhops  and  Prefby- 
ters,  is  fetched  from  fe£i.  xld,  where  Cle¬ 
ment  fpeaks  of  the  threefold  order  in  the 
Jewifh  church*  “  High-Prieft,  Priefts, 
and  Levites  which  is  fuppofed  to  be  a 
plain  intimation  of  a  like  threefold  order 
in  the  Chriftian  church,  in  the  diftinft 
officers  of  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  and  Dea- 
cohs.  And  as  this  is  an  argument 

great 
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great  ftrefs  is  laid  upon,  I  lhall  be  parti¬ 
cular  in  confidering  it. 

* 

0«lV  I  muft  firft  defire  the  reader  care  ¬ 
fully  to  look  over  fedt.  xxxvii,  xl,  xli,  xlii, 
xliv,  which  I  have  fet  down  entire,  that  he 
may  be  able  to  judge  of  the  manner  in 
which  thele  words  are  introduced,  thfe. 
purpofe  they  are  brought  to  ferve,  and 
the  fpecial  application  that  is  made  cf 
them ;  which  muft  certainly  be  allowed 
to  be  the  beft  method  to  come  at  their 
genuine  meaning.  Nor  can  it  be  thought 
fair  to  fix  upon  a  few  words,  in  a  connect¬ 
ed  argumentative  difcourfe,  and  plead  for 
them  as  they  are  dif-joined  from  what 
preceeds,  and  follows,  :  but  their  fenfe 
muft  be  determined  by  the  place  tney 
bear  in  the  argument  of  which  they  are  a 
part.  Having  obferved  this, 

t  am  free  fb  own,  Clement,  in  order 
to  reduce  the  church  of  Corinth  to  a 
ftate  of  regularity,  prefen  ts  to  their  vievV 
the  ceconomy  of  the  Jewifh  church  ;  in 
which  proper  order  and  decorum  had  been 
conftituted,  and  was  obferved.  But  when 
he  mentions  the  “  Jevvilh.  High-Prici!;* 
Priefts,  and  Levites,”  that  it  was  .his 

intention. 
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intention  to  exhibit  a  pattern  of  the 
Chriftiad  church,  under  the  threefold 
order  of  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  and  Deacons, 
there  is  no  appearance  of  a  probability 
to  fuppofe  :  as  will  be  evident  if  we  con- 
fider  what  follows  in  one  conjunct  view. 


I.  Let  us  compare  this  with  the 
like  kind  of  arguing,  in  this  epiftle.  In 
feed,  xxxvii,  Clement  fets  before  the  Co-* 
rinthians  the  example  of  an  army  s  in 
which  every  one  has  his  proper  place. 
“Some  are  only  common  Soldiers  •  fome 
are  Prefects  ;  fome  Chiliarchs  j  fome 
Centurions;  fome  Chieftains  of  fifty;  eve-* 
ry  one  of  whom  keeps  to  his  own  ftation’h 
Now,  the  defign  of  this  Comparison  is  ob¬ 
vious,  namely,  to  reprefent  the  beauty 
and  neceffity  of  the  like  regularity  in 
the  church  of  Corinth.  And  the  mean¬ 
ing  is  entirely  abfolved  in  this  genera? 
Accommodation,  without  going  fp  tar  in¬ 
to  the  parallel,  as  to  fuppofe  precifejy 
as  many  diftinct  officers  in  the  church, 
as  there  aredn  an  army. 


Surely*  it  was  not  his 
*\  l*lat  tHe  church  militant  muft  be  re- 
into  order,  under  Patriarchs 

9 


p 
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Arch-Bifhops,  Bifhops,  Priefts,  and  other 
ofhcers,  fuperior  to  the  common  chril- 
tian  military  !”  There  is  no  imaginable 
reafonto  fuppofe,  fuch  a  thought  ever  en¬ 
tered  into  his  heart. 

In  Seft.  XLlt,  he,  in  like  manner, 
propofes  to  the  confideration  of  the 
Corinthian  church  the  good  order  that 
was  oblerved  in  the  Jewifh.  church,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  their  worfhip.  They  ^had 
(as  he  reprefents)  “  their  faciifices  Doth 
propitiatory  and  euchariftical :  but  thee 
were  not  to  be  offered  «  every  where, 
but  “  at  Jerufalem  only  i  and  not  in 
every  place  even  at  Jerufalem,  but  m 
**  the  temple  on  the  altar.  And  his  aim 
here  is  plain,  to  encourage,  among  the  Co¬ 
rinthians,  from  this  example,  the  like  de¬ 
cent  regularity }  without  carrying  the  mat¬ 
ter  fo  far,  as  to  make  the  Jewifh  worfhip 
an  exaft  model  for  the  Chriftian.  So  in 
the  cafe  before  us  :  when  Clement  rnen- 
tions  the  <•  Pligh-Prieft,  Priefts,  and  Le- 
vites,”  with  each  “  their  proper  fervices 
affigned  them,”  though  he  fo  far  accom¬ 
modates  this  inftance,  as  to  argue  it  to 
he  reafonable,  that  there  fhould  he,  m 

like  manner,  perfons  in  the  Chnftian 

church* 
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.church,  whofe  proper  bufmefs  it  might 
be  to  attend  its  mini  ft  rat  ions  ;  yet,  that 
there  ought  to  be  exactly  a  threefold  or¬ 
der  of  them,  in  anfwer  to  the  threefold 
order  in  the  Jewifh  church,  there  is  no 
more  ground  to  think,  thap  t  j; a t  the 
parallel  in  the  foregoing  cales,  ought  to 
be  intirely  completed.  It  is  enough 
that  the  parallel  anfwer  in  the  general 
defign,  he  has  in  view,  without  making 
it,  as  \ye  vulgarly  fpeak,  *f  run  on  all 
four.”  And  it  defcrves  particular  notice, 
in  the  ufe  .Clement  makes  of  thij  argu¬ 
ment,  ip  the  words  immediately  follow- 
ing,  he  regards  only  its  general  accom¬ 
modation.  For  thus  he  goes  on,  “  Let 
^very  one  of  you,  brethren,  in  his  own' 
proper  order  give  God  thanks  ;  living  in 
good  confidence,  and  keeping  within  the 
Refined  rule  of  his  feryice.”  He  infers 
nothing  in  particular  from  the  example  of 
the  Jewifh  “High-Prieft,  Priefts,  and  Le- 
vjtes’’  with  fheir  appointed  fervices 
but  onfy,  in  general,  takes  occafionto  re-, 
commend  it  to  every  one,  in  his  proper 
place,  to  keep  the  duties  of  his  ftation  ; 
without  fo  much  as  giving  the  leaft  hint, 
as  if  there  were  juft  three  ftations  in  thq 
chprch  of  Corinth,  as  there  were  in  the 
■~t‘" :  church 

Jftr  >  '  '  * 
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church  of  the  Jews  ;  which  muff  needs 
be  deemed  an  argument  of  great  negli¬ 
gence,  if  he  had  intended  any  thing  like 
an  exa£l  parallel.  To  go  on, 

i-'  .  ^  ^  ,  « 

II.  It  is  moft  obvioully  remarkable, 
Clement  purpofely  fets  himlelf,  in  fe6f. 
xliid,  to  exhibit  an  account  of  the  apofto- 
]ic  appointment  of  officers  in  the 
Chriiiian  church  i  in  which  he  quite  lays 
^ffde  the  Jewifh  conftitution  in  a  three¬ 
fold  order,  and  mentions,  inftead  of 
it,  only  the  twofold  order  of  Bifhops 
and  Deacons.  Says  he,  “  The  Apofties 
have  preached  the  gofpel  to  us  from  our 
Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  and  Jefus  Chrift  from 
God.  For  Chrift  was  fent  by  God,  and 
the  Apofties  by  Chrift.— Preaching  there¬ 
fore  through  cities  and  countries,  they 
ponftituted  their  firft  fruits  for  Bishops 
^nd  Deacons.” 

It  certainly  would  have  been  natural, 

jf  Clement  had  intended  a  parallel  ber 

tween  the  Jewifh  “  High-Prieft,  Priefts, 

and  Levites,”  and  Chriftian  “  Bilhops, 

Prefbyters,  and  Deacons 1  fay,  it  would 

have  been  obvious  for  hint  to  have  ap¬ 
plied- 
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plied  here  his  difcourfc  but  a  few  lines 
above  :  efpecially,  confidering  he  was 
jfbill  upon  the  fame  argument,  purfuing 
one  and  the  fame  defign.  But  is  there 
the  leaft  hint  of  any  fuch  application  ? 
So  far  from  it,  that  he  fays  not  a  fylla- 
ble  of  a  threefold,  but  expreflly  mentions 
a  twofold  order  3  and  this,  as  appointed 
by  the  Apoftles ;  which  is  an  inconfiften- 
cy,  upon  the  impleaded  interpretation, 
not  capable  of  being  removed  by  any,  art 
of  man. 

'  •  ,  <  ‘  -i  :  J  :  : ;  :  ;  '  •  :  ■  "  '  i 

Nor  is  it  unworthy  of  a  remark,  that, 
in  proving  this  confutation  of  Bifhops 
and  Deacons  to  be,  not  a  novel  thing,  but 
what  had  long  before  been  wrote  about, 
Clement  refers  us  to  that  paffage  in 
Ifaiah,  “  I  will  appoint  their  Bifhops  in 
righteoufnefs,  and_  Deacons  in  faith.’’ 
Whether  this  text  is  pertinently  quoted., 
or  not,  is  not  my  bufmefs  to  inquire;  but 

thus  much  is  undeniable,  that,  had  Cle- 

♦  ***" 

roent  perceived  any  refemblance  between 
the  Jewifh  e(  High-Prieft  and  Levites,” 
(of  whom  he  had  but  juft  before  fpoken) 
and  chriftian  “Bifhops  and  Deacons”,  he 
would  have  much  fooner  have  turned  us 

pack  to  that  conftitution,  then  to  this 
•  text; 
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text  j  and  his  omitting  to  do  tins,  can. 
be  aferibed  to  no  other  rational  caufe, 
but  its  not  having  entered  his  heart,  to 
fuppofe  any  exadt  parallel  between  the 
jewifh,  and  Chriftian  conftitution,  in 
point  of  a  threefold  order  of  officers. 


III.  It  may  not  be  amifs  to  inquire, 

upon  fuppofttion  Clement  really  intend¬ 
ed  the  conftitution  of  the  Jewifti  church, 
m  «  High-Prieft,  Priefts,  and  Levites,”  as 
a  pattern  for  the  conftitution  of  the 
chriftian  church ;  I  lay,  it  may  not  be 
improper  to  inquire,  whether,  even  up¬ 
on  this  fuppofition,  he  fays  any  thing 
m  favor  of  a  diftindfion  of  order  be¬ 
tween  Biffiops  and  Prelbyters..  And  it 
is  plain  he  does  not.  For  Biffiops,  in 
the' days  of  Clement,  (according  to  the 
higheft  demand  of  prelatical  writers) 
were  the  heads  only  of  a  few  congrega¬ 
tions  in  particular  cities,  and  their  neigi  - 
bouring  :  villages  :  whereas,  nothing  is 
more  known,  than  that  the  Higi- 
Pfieft”  flood  related,  not  to  a  iew  lyna- 
gogues  in  this,  and  the  other  city,  and 
the  towns  bordering  thereon  j  but  to 
the  whole  Jewifti  church,  there  is 
therefore  no  analogy  between*  Biffiops, 
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and  the  Jewifh  High-Prieft  :  nor  fhall 
we  be  able  to  find  one  any  where  fhort 
of  Rome.  For,  befides  the  Pope,  there 
is  no  vifible  head  to  the  chriftian  church* 
in  any  proper  fenle,  anfwering  to  tho 
High-Prieft  among  the  Jews.  One  in- 
vifible  one  indeed  there  is,  “  Jefus  the 
High-Priest  of  our  prpfeffion  under 
whom  are  placed,  in  the  church,  Bifhops 
or  Prelbyters,  and  Deacons.  .And  in  this 
fenfe,  the  parallel  is  ftrictly  juft,  and  per- 
fefily  confonant  to  the  whole  tenor  of 
Clement’s  epiftle :  in  which  Chrift  is  ex- 
preflly  fpoken  of  in  the  ftile  of  High- 
Pr  iest  *  j  and  under  him,  no  other  offi¬ 
cers  are  mentioned,  as  conftituted  in  the 
chriftian  church,  but  Bifhops,  who  are 
alfo  called  Prelbyters*  and  Deacons.  But 
if  we  muft  have  a  vifible  head  to  the 
church,  correfponding  to  the  High-Prieft 
in  the  Jewifh  model,  there  is  no  avoiding 
a  fubmiffion  to  the  Papal  chair.  And, 
accordingly,  to  this  purpofe  the  Romanifts 
conftantly  make  ufe  of  this  pafiage  in 
Clement :  and  every  one,  with  half  an 

eyf, 

*  In  feci,  xxxvi,  we  have  thefe  words,  <s  This  Is  the  w£ay,. 
beloved,  in  which  we  may  find  our  Savior,  jefus  Chrift, 
ton  archierea  ton  prosphoron  emon,”  that 
is,  the  High-Priest  of  our  offerings,” 
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eye,  may  fee,  that  the  parallel  is  far  more 
juft  and  natural  between  the  Pops  and 
the  High-Prieft,  than  between  the 
High-Prieft  and  Bifhops :  fince  there  may 
be  hundreds  of  Bifhops  in  the  chriftian 
church  ;  whereas  there  neither  was,  nor 
could  be,  but  one  High-Prieft  in  the 
Jewifh. 

It  will  no  doubt  be  hefe  faid,  it  was 
the  manner,  in  ancient  times,  to  argue 
from  the  conftitution  of  the  Jewifh 
church*  in  High-Prieft,  Priefts,  and  Le- 
vites,  to  the  conftitution  of  the  Chrif¬ 
tian  church  in  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  and 
Deacons  t  and,  therefore,  that  the  pa¬ 
rallel  ought  here  to  be  thus  run,  however 
unnatural  it  may  appear.  In  anfwer1 
whereto, 

I  readily  acknowledge,  it  was  art 
ancient  cuftom  to  argue  from  the  Jewifh 
to  the  Chriftian  conftitution,  as  is  plead¬ 
ed  ;  but,  at  the  fame  time,  muft  obferve, 
this  method  of  arguing  was  not  in  ufe, 
in  the  days  of  Clement.  It  was  plainly 
the  invention  of  later  times,  when  Epilco- 
pacy  (in  fome  fort  analagous  to  the  mo¬ 
dern  fenfe  of  the  word)  began  to  fhow  it- 

felf  ; 
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felf:  nor  can  an  inftance  be  produced, 
from  any  writer,  until  long  after  the  days 
of  Clement,  wherein  it  is  thus  ufed.  It 
is  *not  therefore  fair  to  argue  for  this 
application  of  the  words  in  Clement,  from 
the  like  application  of  the  fame  words, 
in  thofe  authors,  who  had  no  being  in 
the  world,  until  Clement  had  been  dead, 
and  turned  into  duff,  for  many  years. 
Befides,  it  ought  to  be  confidered,  the 
writers,  in  after  times,  direcdly  fpeak  of 
Bifhops  in  the.  ftile  of  High-Priefts,  and 
expref'sly  make  them,  in  the  parallel,  an* 
i\ver  to  the  Jewifh  High-Prieft  ;  leaving 
ao  room  for  doubt  in  the  matter,  with 
k>w  much  weaknefs  and  aukwardnefs  fo¬ 
rmer  they,  upon  this  account,  become 
diargeable.  But  is  this  the  cafe  with 
Element  ?  Does  he  ever  call  a  Bifhop, 
digh-Prieft  ?  Does  he  ever  go  about  to 
tppjy  the  Jewifh  conftitution,  fo  as  to 
nake  Bifliops  anfwer  in  the  parallel  to  the 
digh-Prieft  ?  So  far  from  any  thing  of 
his  tendency,  that  he  makes  mention  (as 
ve  have  feen)  only  of  a  twofold  order  of 
>fficers  in  the  chnftian  church  ,  and  gives 
lot  the  leaft  hint,  as  if  he  ever  thought  of 

i  third  that  was  higher. 
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IV. I  shall  add  to  what  has  been  faid, 
if  Clement  is  interpreted  in  the  fenfe  I 
am  oppofing,  there  will  be  no  harmony 
between  his  difcourfe  here,  and  the  cur¬ 
rent  ftrain  of  his  epiftle  ;  which,  through 
the  whole,  perfectly  agrees  with  the  ac¬ 
count  he  gives  of  the  twofold  order  or 
Bifhops  and  Deacons  ;  but  not  at  all 
with  a  threefold  one,  in  imitation  of  the 
Jewifh  hierarchy.  It  is  common  in  this 
epiftle,  it  muft  be  acknowledged,  to  meet 
with  the  word  Bifhops  as  well  as  Prefby- 
ters  ;  to  which  if  Deacons  areadded,fome 
may  think,  the  parallel  will  be  made  out. 
But  it  is  obfervable,  there  never  once  oc¬ 
curs,  in  Clement’s  epiftle,  fuch.  a  mode 
of  fpeech,  as  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  and 
Deaconfs,  the  almoft  facred  and  invaria¬ 
ble  way  of  writing,  after  the  diftinclion 
between  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters  took 
place.  And  though  (as  was  faid)  we 
read  of  Bifhops,  as  well  as  Prefbyters,  yet 
it  is  fo  ordered,  that  the  Bifhops  are  ne¬ 
ver  fo  much  as  once  diftinguifhed  from 
Prefbyters  :  nay,  fo  far  is  Clement  from 
reprefenting  any  diftinclion  of  order  be¬ 
tween  them,  that  he  dire&ly  confiders 
the  Prefbyters  of  Corinth,  as  veiled  with 

the  Epifcopal  office,  and  in  the  moft  plain 

manner 
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manner  reflects  blame  upon  that  church, 
for  “  carting  their  Prelbyters  out  of  their 
Epifcopacy.” — But  of  this  we  (ball  more 
particularly  fpeak,  under  the  laft  argu¬ 
ment,  brought  from  Clement  in  defence  of 
modern  Epilcopacy. 

And  this  is  taken  from  thofe  words  in 
fe£t.  xliv,  “  And  the  Aportles  knew  by 
our  Lord  Jefus  Chrirt,  that  there  would 
be  contention  about  the  name  of  Epil¬ 
copacy  :  therefore,  being  endued  with 
perfect  foreknowledge,  they  conftituted 
the  before-mentioned  perfops  (namely, 
Bifhops  and  Deacons  j)  and  moreover 
gave  direction  how,  if  they  Ihould  die, 
other  approved  men  fhould  fucceed  in 

their  miniflry.” - Here  it  is  urged,  the 

Apoftles  are  reprefented  as  knowing  there 
would  arife  thofe,  who  would  appear 
againrt:  the  caule  of  Epifcopacy  ;  and,  as 
it  were  on  purpofe,  to  guard  againrt;  ir, 
did  themfelves  appoint  Bifhops  in  the 
church,  and  provide  for  a  fucceffion  of 
others  in  this  office,  after  the  deceafe  of 
thofe  they  appointed. 

1  ^  i jf  I»  1  jj  .  ’  i, 

.  Th  is  plea,  however  often  it  has  been 
urged,  I  fhall  fliow  to  be  altogether  inva¬ 
lid. 
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lid,  by  making  it  evident,  even  from  Cle¬ 
ment  himfelf,  that  his  difcourfe  in  this 
pailage  is  fo  far  from  favoring  anv  dif- 
tinclion  of  order  between  Biihops  and 
Prefnyters,  that  it  is  the  ftrongeft  tefti- 
mony,  in  his  whole  epiftle,  for  their  be¬ 
ing  the  fame  order  of  officers  in  the 
church  ;  and  fuch  an  one,  that  we  could 
not  have  defired  a  ftronger,  if  we  h  ad 
been  prefent,  when  this  was  exhibited,  to 

(direct  his  pen. 

‘ '  -  * 

The  teftimony  begins,  “  And  the 
Apoftl’es  knew  by  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, 
there  would  be  contention  about  the  name 

of  Epifcopacy.” - But  what  are  we  to 

underftand  by  this  “  Epifcopacy  ?”  Is  it 
fuch  an  one,  as  they  only  are  veiled  with, 
who  are  officers  in  the  church  luperior  in 
their  order  to  Prelbyters  ?  The  modern 
ufe,  and  found,  of  the  word,  may  poffibly 
be  apt  to  lead  the  lefs  thinking  reader 
into  fuch  an  imagination  :  but  the  term 
Epifcopacy,  in  the  days  of  Clement,  had 
quite  another  meaning  from  what  it  has 
nown  With  him,  it  intends  only  an 
overlight  of  the  flock  ;  fuch  an  Epifco¬ 
pacy,  as  perfons  nothing  more  than  Pref- 
foyters  might  be,  and  actually  were, 

'  f  veiled 
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verted  with.  And  for  the  proof  of  this, 
5  {hall  appeal  to  Clement  himlelf ;  who, 
in  this  very  feSion,  tells  us  as  rduthin 
the  moft  plain  language.  His  words 
are  theie,  u  Lor  it  is  no  {mall  {in,  if  we 
cart  thofe  Out  of  their-  Epifcopacy,  [EpiJ- 
kopcs ,  the  vci  y  word  uled  abovej  who  have 
ofrei ed  then  gifts  m  an  holy  manner  r 
Blefted  aie  thofe  Presbyters  who  have 
rtrft  finiflied  their  courfe.”  It  feems  then 
Prefbyters  might,  in  Clement’s  opini¬ 
on,  be  verted  with  Epifcopacy,  becaufe 
he  deciaies  the  Prefovters  or  Corinth  were 
in  faJ.  tnus  verted.  Nor  was  the  con¬ 
tention, £t  the  Apoftles  knew  there  would 
be  about  the  name  of  -  Epifcopacy,”  any 

other  than  fuch  a  contention  as  then  ac¬ 
tually  fubfifted  in  the  church  of  Corinth. 
And  what  was  this?  Nat  a  contention, 
whether  there  was  a  diftinSion  of  order 
between  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters  :  we 
nave  no  hint  of  any  luch  thing  any  where 
in  the  epiftle  ;  but  it  was  a  contention  a- 
bout  the  minifterial  order  itfelf  ;  a  con¬ 
tention  about  the  office  of  Prefbyters, or  (as 
they  are  hkewife  called)  Bifhops  ;  which 
the  people  had  carried  to  fuch  an  height, 
as  that  they  had  rofe  up  again  ft  their  Bi¬ 
fhops  or  Prefbyters,  and  turned  them  out 
or  their  Epilcopacy.  The 


I40  CLEMENT  of  Rome. 


The  plea  goes  on,  the  Apoftles, to  guard 
againft  this  contention  about  Epifcopa- 
cy,  “  conftituted  Bifhops  and  Deacons, 
and  moreover  gave  direction  (according 
to  others  a  roll  or  lift)  that,  when  they 
ihould  die,  other  approved  men  might 
fucceed  in  the  miniftry.”  And  no  one 
doubts,  but  the  Apoftles  appointed  Bi- 
fhoDS,  and  provided  for  a  fuccefiion  of 
fuch  officers  in  the  church.  But  the 
queftion  is.  Who  are  here  meant  by 
theft  Bifhops  ?  Were  they  an  order  in  the 
church  diftinft  from,  and  fuperior  to, 
Prefbyters  ?  Clement  himfelf  can  belt 
inform  us.  And  this  he  has  done  fo  evi¬ 
dently,  that  we  cannot  well  fail  or  Know¬ 
ing  his  mind,  if  we  will  but  attend  to 
what  he  has  faid.  Let  us  then  examine 
the  connexion  of  his  difcourfe  in  1 11s 

paragraph. 


And  he  very  plainly  lays  it  down  (1) 
That  “  the  Apoftles  knew  there  won 
be  contention  about  Epifcopacy.  (2) 
To  guard  againft  this,  they  did  them- 
felves  “  appoint  Bifhops  and  Deacons  in 
the  church”  j  that  is,  (if  we  turn  to 
fe&,  xlii,  the  place  he  himlelf  h  as  refer- 
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ed  to)  they  conftituted  of  the  “  firft 
fruits  of  their  converfions,  a  number  of 
Bilhops  and  Deacons”  for  the  benefit  of 
the  church,  as  believers  fhould  after¬ 
wards  increafe.  (3)  Befides  this  confti- 
tution  of  perfons,  they  “  gave  direction,” 
as  deaths  Ihould  happen,  that  “  others 
fhould  be  conftituted  to  fucceed  in  their 
room.”  (4)  From  thefe  premifes,  he  in¬ 
fers  it  to  be  an  unjuftifiable  thing  to 
“  caft  thofe  out  of  their  Epifcopacy,” 
who  have  behaved  well  ;  whether  they 
had  been  conftituted  by  the  Apoftles 
themfelves,  or  other  excellent  men  af¬ 
terwards.  And  now  (5)  To  bring  his 
argument  to  a  point,  and  to  let  the 
church  of  Corinth  certainly  know,  that 
he  aimed  at  them  in  all  this  difcourfe, 
and  defigned  to  condemn  their  unfutable 
conduct  towards  their  Prelbyters,  he 
offers  to  their  confideration  the  “  bleffed- 
nefs  of  thofe  Prelbyters,  who  have  gone 
off  the  ftage,”  in  this  article  in  fpeci- 
al,  “  that  they  could  not  be  removed  out 
of  the  place  whe^e  they  were  fixed,  as 
they  had  removed  fome  of  their  Pref- 

byters  from  their  honorable  miniftra- 
fions." 
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This  is  the  unqueftionable  connexion' 
of  Clement’s  arguing  in  this  paragraph. 
Upon  which!  would  appeal  to  any  perfonof 
common  underftanding,  whether  he  could 
have  any  other  intention,  in  this  train  of 
reafoning,  than  to  offer  conviction  to  the 
church  of  Corinth,  of  their  faulty  con- 
dud!  in  “  calling  their  Prefbyters  out  of 
their  office  ?”  But  if  their  Prefbyters  had 
been  any  other  than  thofe  Biffiops,  he 
had  fpoken  of  as  conftituted,  either  by 
the  Apoftles  themfelves,  or  other  famous 
men  afterwards,  what  pertinency  is  there 
in  this  method  of  reafoning  ?  Pie  men¬ 
tions  only  Biffiops  and  Deacons  as  con¬ 
ftituted  by  the  Apoftles,  or  to  be  con¬ 
ftituted  afterwards  by  others,  by  their 
diredlion.  If  therefore  the  Prefbyters  of 
Corinth  had  not  been  in  the  number  of 
thofe  Biffiops,  they  had  not  adled  againft 
any  apoftolical  conftitution,  and  could 
not  fall  by  the  force  of  this  arguing  : 
whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  if  by  thefs 
Prefbyters  we  underftand  the  fame  older 
of  officers  with  the  Biffiops  here  fpoken 
of,  and  confider  the  words  Biffiops  and 
Prefbyters,  as  only  different  names  to 
point  out  the  fame  perfons,  the  reafoning 

will  not  onlv  be  clear  and  forceable,  but 

perfectly 
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perfectly  conformant  to  the  connexion  of 
his  whole  difcourfe ;  which  Co  obvioufly 
and  neceffarily  leads  to  this,  that  I  arn 
well  /atisfied  no  art  of  man  can  elude  the 
evidence  there  is  for  it. 

Besides,  if  thefe  Bilhops  were  an  or¬ 
der  of  officers  fuperior  to  prelbyters,  why 
fhould  Clement  fo  particularly  mention 
the  a po (folic  conftitution  of  Bifliops, 
about  whom  (as  officers  diftind  from, and 
fuperior  to,  Prelbyters)  there  is  no  hint, 
in  the  epiftle,  as  if  there  was  any  conten¬ 
tion  i  and,  at  the  fame  time,  omit  faying 
a  word  about  the  conftitution  of  Prelby¬ 
ters,  (as  he  certainly  does,  if  they  are  an 
order  diftind  fromBifhops)  againft  whom 
the  church  of  Corinth  had  rofe  up  in  the 
moft  unfeemly  manner  ?  This  feems  al¬ 
together  unintelligible  :  efpecially  con- 
fidering,  it  is  the  governing  delign  of  this 
whole  epiftle,  and  of  this  paragraph  in 
fpecial,  to  corred  the  condud  of  the  Co¬ 
rinthians  towards  their  Presbyters, 

and  let  them  right  in  their  behavior  for 
time  to  come. 

:  .«? 

1  the  true 
,  the  con¬ 
troversy 


And  now,  being  let  int< 
meaning  of  Clement’s  Bifliop 

V  r 
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frpvcrfy,  among  the  learned,  about  that 
difficult  word  epifiomm,  in  that  part  of  the 
paragraph,  where  mention  is  made  or  the 
apoftolic  pro'vilion  for  the  {ucceffion  of 
Biffiops,  is  quite  fuperfeded.  For  whe¬ 
ther  we  tranflate  it  with  Arch-Biffiop 
Wake,  and  Boyle,  direaion  ;  or  with 
Burton,  Salmafius,  and  Bilhop  Pearfon, 
command;  or  with  Young  and  Dr.  Ham¬ 
mond,  defeription,  lid,  roll,  catalogue  : 

I  fay,  in  which  foever  of  thefe  fenfes  we 
take  the  word,  it  matters  not ;  fo  tong  as 
the  Biffiops  in  Clement  are  preciiely  the 
fame  order  of  officers  with  Prelbyters. 

Only  I  cannot  omit  obiervmg,  that 
the  conftruflion,  which  fuppofes  the 
Apoftles  to  have  given  a  lift,  or  roll  of 
fucceftors,  does  not  feem  at  all  probable. 
For,  as  the  learned  Boyfe  argues  againlt 
this  interpretation,  “  Who  ever  heard  or 
“  fuch  a  lift  or  roll?  Was  it  a  catalogue  of 
it  all  their  fucceftors  to  the  worlds  end  ? 

Or  a  lift  of  their  fucceftors,  for  one. 
«  two,  or  three  centuries  ?  How  came 
«  this  lift,  or  roil  to  be  loft  ?  when  the 
ft  prefervation  of  it  would  have  been  of 
it  fuch  vaft  confequence,  to  prevent  all 

«  difputes  about  future  ele&ions.  For 
r  “  doubtlefs 
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“  de-ubtlcfs  the  churches  would  readily 
“  have  concurred  in  the  choice  oi  Inch, 
“  as  the  Apoftks,  from  certain  foreicnowv 
“  ledge,  had  marked  down  for  Biiliops 
«  and  Deacons.  So  that  it  is  certain, 
“  either  this  catalogue  was  never  given 
16  by  them,  or  thole  churches,  to  whom 
“  it  was  given,  were  guilty  of  inexcufa- 
cc  ble  negligence,  m  buffering  fo  valua- 
<c  ble  a  roll,  that  would  have  cleared  up 
cc  the  uninterrupted  line  of  rspucopai 
fucceffion,  beyond  diipute,  to  be  To  ut- 
terly  loft,  that  no  potion,  no  monu- 
cc  meat  of  it,  fliould  be  heard  of  to  this 
((  day,  and  no  Bifhop  ever  once  appeal 
«  to  it,  to  juftifie  his  claim  again!!  com- 
“  petitors.” 

The  evidence  fupppofed  to  be  con¬ 
tained  in  this  epiftle,  for  the  fuperiority 
of  Bifhops  to  Prefbyters,  being  thus  re¬ 
moved  out  of  the  way ;  I  ana  under  the 
fairer  advantage  to  propofe  a  few  obfer- 
vations,  which  feem  abundantly  fuffici- 
ent  to  fhow  it  to  have  been  the  mind  of 
0ement,  that  Bifhop s  and  Prefbyters 
were,  in  his  day,  one  and  the  fame  ol¬ 
der  of  officers  in  the  Ghriftian  church, 

|Vv 

And, 

1,1  OBSERVE, 

t  l  & 
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1.  I  observe,  when  Clement  fetshim- 

fel  f,  ex  profefifo,  to  give  an  account  of  the 
apoflolical  conftitution  of  officers  in  the 
Chriftian  church  ;  and  this,  not  in  one 
or  two  particular  places  only,  but 
th  rough  out  cities  and  countries,  as  they 
travelled  to  propagate  the  faith  of  Chi  ill  ; 
he  makes  mention  only  of  the  two  orT 
ders  of  Bifhops  and  Deacons.  And  it 
is  remarkable,  how  exactly  confonant  this 
account  is,  to  the  fcripture  account  of  the 
conftitution  of  the  church  of  Philippi  ; 
in  writing  to  whom,  the  Apoltle  Paul 
takes  notice  of  no  other  officers  among: 
them,  fave  only  Bifhops  and  Deacons. 
And  the  fame  Apoltle  writing  to  Timo¬ 
thy  about  church  officers,  de  fen  he's  only 
the  qualifications  of  Bifhops  and  Dea¬ 
cons.  .  .  ,c 

2.  I  observe  what  is  yet  more  full  to 
my  purpofe,  thofe  Bifhops, Clement  men¬ 
tions  as  conftituted  by  the  Apoftles,  or 
other  famous  men  afterwards,  were  one 
and  the  fame  order  of  men  with  Prefby- 
ters  otherwile,  he  pafies  over  a  whole 
order  of  eccleftafticai  officers  and  this, 
at  a  time  when  he  had  undertaken  to  ex* 
hibit  an  account  of  the  a  poll  ©lie  con  ft i* 

in  ti  oh 
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tution  of  officers,  in  theChriftian  church- 
which  cannot  but  be  thought  an  inexl 


r  #  ^  lUougui  dll  in 

cu fable  omiffion.  The  oniy  officers  he 
takes  notice  of, as  appointed  by  the  Apof 
ties,  are  Bifhops  and  Deacons.  But  if  b\ 
the  term  Bifhops,  he  does  not  mean  tht 

laneuklDd  °f  officers  with  thofe  that  are 
called  Prefbyters,  he  has  certainly  not 

laid  a  word  about  any  appointment  of 
1  is  order  of  officers  ;  which  is  unac¬ 
countably  ftrange,  confidering  he  makes 
particular  mention  of  the  lower  order  in 
the  Church,  that  of  Deacons.  And  in- 

W-’/Tl£  S  Wr  iuPP°le  Element  to  mean 
precifely  the  fame  fort  of  officers,  when 

he  ufes,  fometimes  the  word  Bifhops,  and 
iosnetunes  the  word  Prefbyters,  we  fhall 
make  him  a  moft  blundering  writer.  For 
one  of  the  main  arguments  he  ufes,  to 
reflec.  blame  upon  the  church  of  Co- 
nnth,  for  riling  up  again  ft  their  P  ref- 
J.n/S>  \ the. /poftphc  conftitution  of 

meanPt!:  ^  lf  rY  tbl*  t&rm’  he  did  «ot 

:  Z  t  Iamr  f°rt  of  officers>  wheta 

%  ld  be  ,tbe  f°rce  of  this  reafoning  ? 

XruldJ  tend  to  conviction 
o  the  Cormthtans,  that  they  had  done  ill 

to  be 

d  of  the  apoftohc  appointment  of  one 
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order  of  officers  fuperior  to  their  Piefby 
t«s  .nd  another  inferior  to  thence, 
at  the  fame  time,  not  a  word  is  faid  whe 
ther  the  order  of  Prefhyters  was  ever  con 
ftituted  at  all  ?  Such  a  method  of  rea¬ 
soning  is  certainly  very  extraordinai  y, 

*and  much  better  calculated  to  encourage 

them  in  their  feditron,  than  to  b  "§them 
«0  repentance,  and  put  a  rtop  to A  & 

ftops  thf f“feofficels  with  Preibyters. 
And  -as  if  he  ha^  it  in  defign,  that  we 
fhould  not  miftake  him,  he  Pla,nlt 

copacy.” 

And  upon  this,  it  is  moft  obvious  to 
LiShe  ^abdications  that  ought  to 


CLEMENT  of  Rome.  i49 

be  found  in  thofe,  who  were  to  be  confti- 
tuted  Bifhops  ;  evidently  ufing  the  words, 
Prefbyters  and  Bifhops,  as  fignifying  the 
fame  order  of  church  officers.  The  Evan- 
gelift  Luke  likewife  fpeaks  of  the  Apof- 
tles,  as  ordaining  Elders  in  every  church  ; 
which  is  muff  plainly  the  fame  account 
with  this  of  Clement,  who  mentions  them 
as  conftituting  Bifhops  in  the  churches 
they  founded  :  for  thele  Bifhops  were  no 
other  than  Elders  ;  and  if  Clement  had 
ipoken  of  the  Apoftles,  as  appointing 
Elders  or  Prefbyters  in  the  churches  they 
planted,  it  would  have  been  perfectly  the 
fame  thing  with  his  faying,  that  they  ap¬ 
pointed  Bifhops. 

v  m  w 

• 4  '»  V.  ** 

3.  I  observe,  as  a  yet  further  confir¬ 
mation  ot  what  we  are  upon,  that  Pref- 
byter-Biihops  are  the  highefi:  order  of  ec- 
clefiaftical  officers  fpoken  of  in  this  epifble.' 
They  are  the  only  perfons  mentioned  as 
“  fet  over  the  church  of  Corinth  they 
are  the  only  perfons  that  church  are  ex¬ 
horted  to  be  “  in  fubjedtion  to  nor  is 
there  a  word  lifped  of  any  d.uty  owing 
from  them  to  any  fuperior  order  of  men  •, 
no,  nor  the  leaf}:  hint  given  of  any  fuch 
order  ;  which  leads  me  to  obferve  in  the 
lafl  place,  4.  The 
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4.  The  moral  affurance  we  have,  that 
Clement  knew  of  no  Bifhop,  at  leaf!,  in 
the  church  of  Corinth,  of  a  fupeiiot  or¬ 
der  to  that  of  Prefbyter.— Let  us  confider 
the  direction  of  the  epiftle it  runs  in 
that  ftile,  “  the  church  of  Rome  to  the 
church  of  Corinth,”-  without  any  notice 
at  all  of  their  Bifhop  3  which  is  fo  much 
unlike  the  manner  of  infcriptions  in  after 
times,  when  BiiLops  were  diftinguifhed 
from  Prefbyters,  that,  from  this  exrcum- 
ftance  only,  it  looks  probable,  there  was 
no  fmgleBilhop  at  the  head  of  that  church. 
But  the  probability  will  he  heightened  in¬ 
to  certainty,  if  we  add,  there  is  as  intire 
filence,  through  the  whole  epiftle,  or  the 
Bifhop  of  this  church  :  whereas,  if  any 
fingle  perfon  had  been  at  their  head  or 
an  order  diftina  from  their  Prefbyters, 
and  inverted  with  a  fupenor  right  of  au¬ 
thoritatively  managing  in  all  eccieual  - 
cal  affairs,  it  is  not  conceivable  but  ne 
muft,  fome  bow  or  other,  nave  been 

plainly  pointed  out. 

The  ftr ft,  moft  fuperior,  and  diftm- 
t-ui fired  officer  in  this  church,  could  ija 
but  have  been  interefted  in  the  fliametui 
difturbance  that  was  the  occauon  o  J-  1ls 

i.  c  u  t  e  i*  9 
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letter.  He  mull  have  joined,  either  with 

the  Prejfbyters*  or  the  people,  or  have 
been  an  idle  fpe&ator  of  the  prefentqiiar- 
1  el ;  and,  in  either  cafe,  there  are  threat 
difficulties  to  be  accounted  for* 

If  he  had  been  united  with  the  Pref- 
byrers,  and  made  ufe  ot  h;s  Epifcopal  au-* 
thority  to  oolige’  the  [>eople  to  peace,  and 
their  duty  to  their  Prelbyrers,  it  is  tbange 
they  are  no  where  reprimanded  for  difre- 
gaiding  the  authority  ot  their  Bifhop  !  nor 
can  it  ^ well  be  imagined,  that  Clement 
finould  be  fofevere  upon  them  for  their  in¬ 
decent  carriage  to  their  Prefbyters,  and  vet 
filentiy  pafs  over  their uifobedience  to  their 
Bi/hop  ;  which  muft  furely  have  deferved 
a  rebtiKe,  if  they  had  oppofed  his  autho-* 
nty,  m  their  ulage  of  their  Prefbyters. 

•• 

,  Or,  if  he  had  favoured  the  Corinthian 
church,  in  their  ill  treatment  of  their 
Pielbyters,  it  is  much  he  is  not  reafoned 
with,  that  he  might  be  convinced  of  his 
mi  Sake  :  fmee  the  church  are  fo  fharply 
rebuked,  and  earnetlly  exhorted  to  re- 
ptntance  and  amendment  :  nor  is  it  eafv 
to  conceive  of  the  propriety  (according 
iO  the  epifcopal  fchetfe)  of  their  being 

j  X  thug 
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thus  blamed,  and  condemned,  while  they 
had  the  countenance  of  their  Bifhop  in 
what  they  did.  Upon  this  fuppofition, 
the  firft  thing  neceflary,  in  order  to  peace, 
muit  have  been  to  have  offered  conviction 
to  the  Biiliop,  and  engaged  him  to  defift 
from  encouraging  the  church,  in  their  fe- 
ditious  practice  againft  their  Prefbyters. 

Or  if  we  might  imagine  it  pbffible  for 
a  Bifhop,  to  be  fo  thoughtlefs  of  the  peace 
and  quiet  of  his  church,  as  to  be  an  un¬ 
concerned  fpe&ator  of  this  faction,  which 
had  irtcreafed  to  fuch  an  height,  as  to  ex¬ 
cite  the  companion  of  the  church  of  Rome, 
it  is  wonderful  he  is  not  admoniihed,  at 
lealh,  in  a  foft  and  gentle  manner,  of  his 
neglect  ;  and  befought  to  interpofe  with 
his  authority  to  heal  this  divifion  !  But 
inftead  of  this,  to  complete  the  unaccoun¬ 
table  conduct  both  of  Clement,  and  the 
church  of  Rome,  though  the  Bifhop  was 
the  mod  futable  perfon  to  be  applied  to 
in  this  cafe,  neither  Prefbyters,  nor  people 
are  directed  to  refer  the  matter  to  him  ; 
nor  to  afk  his  advice  :  nor  is  his  name, 
bf  anything  relating  to  him,  or  his  office, 
B  much  as  diftantly  hinted  at. 

‘  1  ,  .  *  Pit 
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OR  if  it  be  fuppofed,  without  any  ap¬ 
pearance  of  proof,  that  the  churo  o 
Corinth  happened  to  be  without  a  Luiiop, 
iuft  at  the  time  of  this  fedition,  and  the 
compofmc  of  this  epiftle  :  l  fay,  oven 
fuppofing  this,  meerly  to  ferve  an  hypo- 
t hells,  it  is  a  great  difficulty  no  mention 
Should  be  made  of  their  late  Bifnop,  nor 
anv  advice  given  them  to  come  into  a  fpce- 
dy  choice  of  a  new  Bifhop,  as  the  mod 
Putable  remedy  to  heal  their  differences. 
This  was  thought  one  of  the  heft  expedi¬ 
ents  to  conipofe  differences,  in  after  times. 
And  it  is  the  very  method,  the  Prefbyters 
of  Rome,  when  that  fee  was  vacant  by  the 
death  of  Fabian,  mention  in  their  letter 
toCyprian,  in  order  to  the  removal  or  theii 
difficulties.  And  it  was  as  fit  3  roethoc^ 
in  the  days  of  Clement,  as  in  the  days  Ot 
Cyprian  j  and  no  other  reafon  can  be  af- 
fjo-ned  of  his  being  wholly  blent  about  it, 
biit  that  he  knew  of  no  difference  between! 
the  order  of  Biflicps,  and  Piefbyters. 


rv 

& 


Upon  the  whole,  ifBifhops,  in  tire  day^ 
of  Clement,  were  officers  in  the  chinch 
any  way  refembhng  our  modern  prelates, 
thefe  are  certainly  moil  inexcusable  ornif- 
fions  :  nor  are  they  capable  of  being  ac¬ 
counted  for  to  reasonable  fatisfatlion. 
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I  shall  finifii  my  examination  of 
Clement,  with  inferring  the  opinion  of 
two  as  learned  men  as  ever  appeared 
«P.on.,he  niatier  we  have  iff bSl 
disputing  “ 1  hey  that  can  find  any  one 
B-fnop  at  Corinth,  at  the  time, 
wnen  Clement  wrote  this  epifile  to  them, 
^ave  better  eyes,  and  judgment, 
than  the  defervedfy  admired  Grotius”  .* 
m  f peaks  the  great  Bifhop  of  Worcefter. 
Grotius  s  judgment  (here  referred  to)  was 
plainly  this,  he  mentions  it  as  a  proof  of 
the  antiquity  and  genuinenefs  of  the  pre¬ 
sent  Copy  of  Clement's  epifile,  “  That  he 
no  where  takes  notice  of  that  exorbitant 
power  of  Bifhops,  which  was  firft  intro- 
ouced  in  Alexandria,  after  the  death  of 
Ma.'k,  and  from  that  example  into  other 
c  juiches  ;  but  evidently  fhows,  that  the 
churches  were  governed  by  the  common 
council  of  Prefbyters,  who,  by  him,  and 
the  Apoftle  Paul,  are  called  Bifhops.” 
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”  retaining  in  his  mind  a  diftinci  remem¬ 
brance  of  having  heard  him  relate  thefe 
things.” 

He  likewife  makes  mention  of  him  as 
Bilhop  of  Smyrna,  and  as  placed  in  this 
office  by  the  ApofHes  ;  though  TertuHian 
names  none  of  the  Apoftles,  lave  "John,’* 
as  having  an  hand  in  his  conrtitutio?!. 
And  Eulebiiis  only  fays  in  general,  “  He 
•was  made  Bilhop  by  thofe,  who  faw  the 
Lord,  and  miniftred  to  him.”  But  how¬ 
ever  it  might  be  as  to  this  circum fiance, 
there  is  no  difficulty  about  the  thing  it- 

felf.  He  is  readily  allowed  to  have  been 
Bilhop  of  Smyrna. 

And  from  hence  a  mighty  argument  is 
drawn,  in  favor  of  his  having  been  of  an 
order  in  the  church,  fuperior  to  that  of 
Piefbyters  ;  efpecially,  when*  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  herewith,  that  is  fuppofed  to  be  true, 
which  Arch-Bifhop  Ufher  has  endea¬ 
vored  to  prove  to  be  fo,  namely,  That 
he  was  Bilhop  of  Smyrna,  when  the 
Apoftle  John  lent  his  “  apocalyptical 
letter”  to  the  “  Angel  of  that  church.” 
But  the  foundation  of  the  argument  at 
©flee  vanilhes,  when  it  is  coaiidered,  that» 
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in  the  age  of  Polycarp,  no  fuch  thing 
as  a  diftinftion  of  order,  between  Bri 
fhops  and  Prefdyters,  was  known  in  the 
church.'  This  we  have  already  proved 
from  Clement  of  Rome,  and  Hermas, 
both  Polycarp’s  contemporaries  ;  and 
fliall  further  confirm  from  Polycarp  him- 
felf,  when  we  come  to  take  notice  of  his 
“  epiftle  to  the  Philippians.”  And  what 
is  particularly  obfervable,  in  the  cafe  of 
Polycarp,  he  is  by  Irenaeus  called  Pref¬ 
byter,  as  well  as  Bifhop.  In  his  epiftle 
to  Florinus,  that  is  the  {file  in  which  he 
fpeaks  bf him,  “Polycarp,  [apojiolikos Fref- 
buteros\  the  apofiolical  Prefbyter”  ;  which 
iS  the  more  Worthy  of  notice,  becaufe, 
with  Irenceus,  the  reciprocal  ufe  of  the 
words,  Bilhop  and  Prefbyter,  is  very 
common.  And  herein  (as  we  fliarl  tee  in 
the  progrefs  of  this  work.)  there  is  a  won¬ 
derful  agreement  among  the  writers  of 
this  age,  Ignatius  only  excepted,  which 
*  we  fliall  account  for  afterwards.  So  that 
if  we  fliould,  even,  fuppofe,  the  “  An¬ 
gel  of  the  church  of  Smyrna”  to  be  Po¬ 
lycarp,  a  then  Bifhop  of  that  chuicn,  fo 
long  as  we  are  juft  to  interpret  the  word 
Bifhop,  in  the  fenfe,  in  which  it  was  un- 

derftood,  in  this  age  of  Chnfhanity,  no¬ 
thing 

**  -  i 
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thing  more  can  be  made  of  it,  than  that 
he  was  an  officer  in  that  church,  of  the 
lame  order  with  the  reft  of  the  Preffiy- 
ters  of  it  :  though  he  might  be  the  moft 
eminent,  known,  and  diftinguiftied  among 
them  ;  and  the  moft  proper,  upon  thele 
accounts,  to  receive  a  letter  which  con¬ 
cerned  the  whole  church. 


It  is  commonly,  in  modern  accounts 
of  the  life  of  Polycarp,  mentioned  as  an 
article  particularly  redounding  to  his  ho¬ 
nor,  that  the  venerable  Ignatius  had  fuch 
an  opinion  of  him,  as  a  truly  apoftolical 
man,  that  he  pitched  upon  him,  as  the 
moi  fuitable  perfon  he  could  commend, 
the  care  of  his  church  at  Antioch  to, 
when  he  was  parted  from  them,  and 
on  his  journey  to  Rome,  to  fuffer  mar¬ 
tyrdom.  He  is  likewife  highly  efteem- 
ed  in  love,  and  reverenced,  as  being  the 
fuppofed  collector  of  the  epiftles  of  Ig¬ 
natius  :  which,^  together  with  one  of  his 
own,  he  is  faid  to  have  fent,  by  one 
Grefcens,  to  the  church  of  Philippi.— But 
thefe  things  we  ffiall  have  occafion  to  ex- 

amiUre’n!  l?r,ge’  in  a  more  proper  place  ; 
and  fo  fhall  leave  them  at  prefent. 


Nothin# 
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Nothing  more  is  found  recorded  of  this 
fcrimitiveFather,  until  the  eaftern  and  wef- 
tern  churches  began  to  controvert  about 
the  time  of  keeping  eafterj  which  occafion- 
ed  his  going  to  Rome  (about  the  middle' 
of  the  fecond’  century)  in  the  days  of  Ani- 
cctus,  to  confer  with  him  upon  that  mat¬ 
ter.  And  notwithstanding  all  the  drl- 
courfe,  thefe  grave  Fathers  might  have  up¬ 
on  this  head,  they  could  not  come  to  an- 
agreement  ;  the  one  pleading  apoftolical 
practice  for  one  time  of  obies  ving  this 
feaft,  and  the  other  the  euftom  ^of  his 
predecefibrs,  even  up  to  the  Apofties,  for 
another  :  yet  they  were  charitably  dif- 
pofed  towards  each  other  ;  which  tney 
fignified,  by  communicating  together  :• 
and  Anicefus,  for  the  reverence  he  had 
for  Polycarp,  gave  him  the  eucharift 
in  his  church  ;  after  which  they  ami¬ 
cably  parted  ;  and,  as  Eufebius  fays,  in 
the  univerfaf  church,  they  were  at  peaev 
with  one  another.” 

However  this  might  be, I  cannot  help 
woing  out  of  my  way  to  obferve,  that  peace 
did  not  continue  very  long  ;  for  the  Con- 
troverfy,  far  from  having  a  final  flop  now 
put  to  it,  ftrangely  increafed  afterwards. 


■ 


POLY  G  A  R  P,  161 


until  it  bad  even  ©verfpread  the  whole 
Chriftian  world,  and  filled  it  with  un- 
eharitablenefs  and  contention.  It  fee  ms 
to  have  been  at  a  monftrous  height,  to¬ 
wards  the  latter  end  of  the  fecond  centu¬ 
ry,  in  the  days  of  Victor,  who  (to  rely  on 
the  authority  of  Sir  Peter  King)  was 
fo  very  turbulent  and  imperious,  that  he 
excommunicated  the  Afiatics,  for  their 
not  complying  with  the  church  of  Rome, 
in  this  matter  ;  condemning  them  for 
Heretics,  and  bellowing  upon  them  a 
long  and  frightful  name,  becaufe  they 
kept  their  eafter  upon  the  fourteenth  day 
after  the  appearance  of  the  moon,  or  at 
full  moon,  on  what  day  foever  it  hap¬ 
pened.  Nor  was  this  controverfy  fettled, 
until  the  council  of  Nice,  anno  325,  by 
their  authority,  decided  it  ;  decreeing, 
that,  throughout  the  whole  Chriftian 
world,  eafter  fhould  be  obferved,  not  011 
the  day  that  the  Jewifh  paflover  fell,  that 
is,  at  full  moon  ;  but  on  the  Lord’s  day 
enfuing,  as  it  was  afterwards  kept. 

The  learned  Stillingfleet  Improves  this 
controverfy,  by  deducing  from  it  an  ar¬ 
gument  again#  the  certainty  of  preten¬ 
ded  apoftolic  tradition,  in  a  manner  well 

worth 
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worth  our  inferring.  “  For  my  part 
“  (fays  he)  I  fee  not  how  any  man,  that 
“  would  fee  reafon  for  what  he  does,  can 
“  adhere  to  the  church  for  an  unqueftio- 
nable  tradition,  received  from  theApof- 
«*  ties  ;  when,  in  the  cafe  of  keeping  eaf- 
«*  ter,  whether  with  the  Jews  on  the 
“  fourteenth  moon,  or  only  on  the  Lord’s 
“  day,  there  was  lo  much  unreafonable 
“  heat  fhewed  on  both  fides,  and  fuch 
“  confidence  that,  on  either  fide,  their 
**  tradition  was  apoftolical.  ,  They  had 
“  herein  all  the  advantages  imaginable, 
“  in  order  to  the  knowing  the  certain- 
“  ty  of  the  thing  then  in  queftion  among 
**  them  ;  as  their  nearnefs  to  apoftolical 
“  times, being  but  one  remove  from  them  ; 
“  yea,  the  perfons  contending,  pleading 
“  perfonal  acquaintance  with  feme  of 
“  the  Apoftles  themfelves,  as  Polycarp 
<e  with  John,  and  Anicetus  of  Rome  that 
«*  he  had  the  tradition  from  Peter :  and 
yet,  fo  great  were  the  heats,  foirrecon- 
cileable  the  controverfy,  that  they  pro- 
“  ceeded  to  dart  the  thunderbolt  of  ex- 
e<  communication  in  one  anothers  faces.” 

I  will  here  add, what  makes  this  con¬ 
troverfy  the  more  ftrange,  is,  that  there 

.  .  ■  -■  is 
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is  no  account  in  fcripture  of  the  inftitu- 
tion  of  any  fuch  annual  feaft  ;  nor  the 
leaf!  intimation,  that  it  was  ever  ob- 
ferved  byChrifhans  in  the  Apoftle’sdays. 
Upon  which,  I  cannot  reftrain  mylelffrom 
tianfciibing  the  thoughts  of  Socrates,  one 
or  our  moft  ancient  and  valuable  eccle- 
liaftical  hiftorians,  upon  this  head.  *  Says 
he,  “  Neither  the  ancients,  nor  the  mo¬ 
derns,  who  have  ftudioully  followed 
the  Jews,  had,  in  my  judgment,  any 
juft  or  rational  caufe  of  contending  fb 
“  about  this  feftival.  For  they 

confidered  not  with  themfelves,  that, 
when  the  Jewifli  religion  was  changed 
into  Chriftianity,  thole  accurate  obfer- 
u  vances  of  the  mofaic  law,  and  the  types 
of  things  future,  ceafed.  And  this  car- 
“  r}es  a^ong  with  it,  its  own  demonftra- 
tion.  For  no  one  of  Chrift’s  laws  has 
peimitted  the  Chriftians  to  obferve  the 
rites  of  the  Jews.  Moreover,  on  the 
“c  5?‘ltr^.ry»  tbe  Apoftle  has  expreflly  for- 
<£  bld  tbls>  and  does  not  only  reject  cir- 
‘  cumcihon,  but  always  advifes  againft 
K  contending  about  feftival  days.  Where- 
ore,  ,n  his  epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  his 

<e  words 

‘ 

k 
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es  words  are  thefe,  “  Tell  me,  ye  that  de-? 
«  lire  to  be  under  the  law,  do  ye  not 
“  hear  the  law  ?”_  And  having  fpent 
“  fome  few  words  in  his  difcouife  heie— 
*'  of,  he  demonftrates,  that  the  people 
“  of  the  Jews  are  “  fervants,”  but  that 
“  thofe  who  followed  Ch rift  are  “called 
«  to  liberty.”  Moreover,  it  is  his  adrao- 
nation,  “that  days,  and  months,  and 
«  years,  ffiould  in  no  wife  be  obferved”. 
**  Befides,  in  his  epiftle  to  the  Coloffians, 
**  he  loudly  affirms, that  fuchobfervations 
«  «  are  a  fhadow.”  Wherefore  he  fays, 
“  Let  no  man  judge  yon  in  meat,  or  in 
“  drink.,  or  in  refpeft  of  any  holy-day, 
“  or  of  the  new  moons,  or  of  the  fab- 
«  hath  davs  ;  which  are  a  fhadow  .of 
“  things  to  come.”— The  Apoftles  there- 
«  forehand  the  gofpels,  have  no  where 
*  imoofed  the  yoke  of  fervitude  on  thofe, 
“  who  have  approached  the  preaching  of 
“  faith  ;  but  have  left  the  feaft  of  eafter, 
“  and  the  other  feftivals,  to  be  honored 
*t  hy  their  gratitude  and  benevolence, 
«  who  have  had  benefits  conferred  on  them 

««  on  thefe  days.  Wherefore,  in  regard 
h  men  love  feftivals,becaufe  thereon  they 
««  have  ceffation  from  their  labours,  each 
te  perfon,  in  every  place,  according ^to  his 
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g‘  own  plea  fare,  has,  by  a  certain  cuftom, 
celebrated  the  memory  of  the  faving 
*'  paffion.  For  neither  our  Savior,  nor 
his  Apoftles,  have  enjoined  us  by  any 
*e  law  to  obferve  this  feftivah  Nor  have 
“  the  gofpels,  or  the  Apoftles,  threaten-" 
“  ed  tis  with  any  mulct,  punilhment,  or 
“  curie,  as  the  mofaic  law  does  the  Jews, 
f*  Moreover,  it  was  not  the  Apoftle’s 
“  delign  to  make  laws  concerning  fefti-* 
“  val  days,  but  to  introduce  good  life  and 
“  piety.  And  it  feems  to  me,  that,  as 
<£  many  other  things,  in  feveral  places, 
"  have  been  eftablifihed  by  cuftom,  fo  the 
“  feaft  of  eafter  alfo  had  a  peculiar  ob- 
et  fervation  among  all  perfons,  from 
“  fome  old  ufage,  in  regard  none  of  the 
“  Apoftles  (as  I  have  faid)  have  made 
any  determinate  decree  about  it.  Now, 

**  that  the  obfervation  of  this  feftiva! 

had  its  original,  among  all  men,  in 
**  the  primitive  times,  from  cuftom  ra- 
ther  than  law,  the  things  themfelves 
“  do  demonftrate.”  And  this  he  goes 
on  in  feveral  pages  clearly  to  make  out. 
But  I  muft  now  return, 

Polycarp,  being  at  Rome, did  not  for¬ 
get  his  character  as  a  minifter  of  Jefus 

Ch.rift  j 
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Chrifl  but  fet  himfelf  to  defend  the  doc- 
trines  of  the  gofpel :  which  he  did  to  good 
purpofe,  confirming  the  fouls  of  many, 
and  recovering  fome  from  the  poifonous 
errors  of  thofe  two  arch-heretics  Marci- 
on  and  Valentinus.  The  former  of  thefe 
he  once  accidentally  met  in  the  flreets  of 
Rome,  but  had  no  other  converfation  with 
him,  than  to  let  him  know,  that  heefteem- 
ed  him  to  be  the  “  firfl-born  of  fatan.” 
This  may  poffibly  be  thought  a  rough 
compliment  ;  but  it  is  a  ftrong  argu¬ 
ment  of  his  great  indign  ation  again  ft 
thofe,  who  had  fo  abominably  corrupted 
the  faith  of  Chrifl.  Irenseus  attributes 
this  feverity  of  language  to  his  ftrict  ad¬ 
herence  to  that  apoftolic  rule,  “  A  man 
that  is  an  heretic,  after  the  firft  and  fe- 
cond  admonition,  reject  :  knowing  that 
he  that  is  fuch  is  perverted,  and  finneth, 
being  condemned  of  himfelf.” 

The  next  thing  we  meet  with,concern- 
ing  Poly  carp,  relates  to  his  death  ;  which 
he  did  not  fuffer  until  he  had  long  la¬ 
bored  in  the  fervice  of  Chrifl.  He  is 
univerfally  acknowledged  to  have  lived 
to  be  very  old,  not  under  ninety  j  and 

fome  think,  confiderably  upwards  of  aa  . 

'  •••-•  . .  ‘  "hundred 
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hundred  years  :  and  yet,  he  did  not  go 
out  of  the  world  in  the  ordinary  way,  but 
fell  a  martyr  in  the  caufe  of  Chrifl.  We 
have  extant  an  “  epiftle  of  the  church  of 
Smyrna  ’,  giving  a  particular  account  of 
his  martyrdom,  as  to  its  time,  occalion, 
manner,  and  circumftances.  Dr.  Cave 
calls  it  a  piece  “  that  challenges  a  lingu¬ 
lar  efteem  and  reverence,  both  for  its  fub- 
ject  matter,  and  antiquity;  with  the  rea¬ 
ding  of  which,  he  joins  with  Scaliger  in 
laying,  every  ferious  and  devout  mind 
mull  needs  be  fo  affeded,  as  to  think  he 

can  never  have  enough  of  it.”  And  it  is 

very  true,  lome  parts  of  this  epiftle  are 
well  calculated  to  affe<5t  a  ferious  and  well— 
difpofed  mind  ;  but  then,  it  has  fuch  a 
mixture  of  what  fo  evidently  carries  the 
face  of  meer  fable,  as  to  make  it  quefti- 
onable,  whether  it  be  an  exa£t  repre- 
fentation  of  what  was  real  fad.  An  in- 
fiance  of  this  we  have  in  Se6t.  xv,  where 
we  read  of  “  the  flames  difpofmg  them- 
felves  into  the  refemblance  of  an  arch, 
like  the  fails  of  a  Ihip  fwelled  with  the 
wind,  gently  encircling  the  body  of  the 
martyr ;  who  flood  all  the  while  in  the 

^  j  ,.not  roa^ed  flelh,  but  gold  pu¬ 
nned  m  the  furnace ;  his  body  lending 

Z  forth 
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forth  a  delightful  fragrance,  like  frank- 
incenfe  or  coftly  fpices,  prefenting  it- 
felf  to  the  ic ntes  of  the  by-ftanders.”  Of 
the  fame  nature  is  fetf.  xvi,  which  fpeaks 
of  “  his  body  as  incapable  of  being  con- 
furned  by  the  fire  j  upon  which  the  ex¬ 
ecutioner,  being  commanded,  tbruft  a 
launee  into  him  :  Which  he  trad  nc  fooner 
done,  but  a  pigeon  came  forth  out  of  the 
wound  j  and,  together  therewith,  fuch  a 
|a roe  Quantity  of  Mood  as  extmguifhed! 
the  fite.”  Some  other  things,  in  the  like 
ftrain,  are  here  to  be  met  with  which, 
perhaps,  not  many  will  find  a  faith  wide 

enough  to  fw allow,  +  '  .  .  ; 

It  mufl  not  indeed  he  concealed,  Eu- 
febius  has  thought  it  worth  while,  not 
only  to  mention  this  “  epiftle,”  but  to 
give  the  greateft  part  of  it  a  place  in  his 
««  ecclefiaffical  hiftory.”  But  then,  it 
ought  to  be  obferved,  he  is  thh  firft  wri¬ 
ter  that  takes  any  notice  of  it.  And 
if  his  mentioning  it  be  ufed  as  an  argu¬ 
ment  to  cftabltfh  its  authority,  the  total 
frlence  of  .antiquity,  from  the  time  of  its 
fuppofed  compofure  to  his  day,  which 
was  at  leaft  an  hundred  and  fifty  years, 
Clay  be  -  op  pofed  thereto  as  a  counter-ba- 
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lance.  The  Englifh  reader  may  meet 
with  this  “  epiftle”  inArch-Bifhop  Wake’s 
4‘  apoftolical  fathers,”  complete,  or  the 
fubftance  of  it,  in  Dr.  Cave’s  “  lives  of  the 
primitive  Fathers,”  and  the  “  biographia 
ecclefiaftica”  of  an  anonimous  author. 

X  shall  obferve  nothing  further  of 
Polycarp,  but  that  the  learned  are  at  va¬ 
riance  about  the  particular  time  of  his 
death.  Bifhop  Pearfon  fuppofes  him  to 
have  been  martyred  under  Antoninus 
Pius,  in  the  year  147  :  but  he  is  ge¬ 
nerally  thought  to  have  fuffered  under 
Aurelius  Verus  ;  fome  think  in  the  year 
1 67;  others  in  169;  others  in  170  ;  others 
in  175.  His  memory  is  faid  to  be  cele¬ 
brated  by  the  Greek  church,  February  23  ; 
by  the  Latin,  January  26. 

His  Writings. 

IRENfEUS,  in  his  letter  to  Florinus* 
mentions  “feveral  epiftles”  which  he  wrote ; 
fome  to  the  “  neighbouring  churches  for 
their  confirmation  in  the  faith ;”  and  others 
to  certain  of  his  “  brethren  for  their  en- 

couragementandadmonition.”  But  what 
the  charafter  of  thefe  pieces  was,  or  to 

whom 

«  ■  -  r*  v- 
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whom  in  particular  they  were  fent,  he  no¬ 
where  lays ;  nor  can  it  be  known  at  this 
diftance  :  nor  is  it  a  matter  of  any  im¬ 
portance,  fince  there  is,  at  prefent,  ex¬ 
tant  nothing  of  Polycarp’s,  fave  only  his 
“  epiftle  to  the  church  of  Philippi 
Nor  indeed  have  we  this  extant,  com¬ 
plete  in  its  original  Greek  ;  though  the 
defeat  is,  in  feme  meafure,  made  up  by  a 
Latin  verfion,  that  is  very  ancient,  and 
deems  to  have  nothing  wanting. 

This  epiftle”  is  cited  by  fome  of  the 
fathers,  and  fometimes  mentioned  with 
epithets  denoting  great  efteem  and  ho- 
HQf*  Euicbios  obferves  its  containing 
teftimonies  that  are  taken  out  of  the 
«  firft  epiftle  of  Peter;”  which  is  a  good 
circumftance  in  favor  of  the  copy  we  now 
have;  fince  thefe  references  are  here  to 
be  met  with.  Nor  may  I  omit  taking  no¬ 
tice  of  the  manner  in  which  it  js  wrote  ; 
which  is  evidently  fuch,  as  favors  of  the 
true  primitive  purenefs  and  fimplicity. 
A  celebrated  writer  fpeaks  of  it  in  that 
language,  “  It  feems  to  hold  a  great  af- 
4t  finity,  both  in  ftile  and  fubftance,  with 
41  Clement’s  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  ; 
*<  pften  fuggefting  the  fame  rules,  and 
4-  “  making 
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**  making  ufe  of  the  fame  words  and 
“  phrafes.— It  is  indeed  a  pious  and  tru- 
“  ly  Chriftian  epiftle,  furnifhed  with 
“  fhort,  and  ufeful  precepts,  and  rules  of 
“  life,  and  penned  with  the  modefty  and 
“  fimplicity  of  the  apoftolic  times  j  va- 
“  lued  by  the  ancients  next  to  the  wri- 
“  tings  of  the  holy  canon  j  and  St.  jerom 
“  tells  us  «  that,  even  in  his  day,  it  was 
“  read  in  Afiae  conventu,  in  the  public 
“  affemblies  of  the  Aftan  church.”  I  on¬ 
ly  add,  it  was  probably  wrote  a  few  years 
after  the  entrance  of  the  fecond  century  $ 
not  far  from  the  time  of  Ignatius’s  death. 

Testimonies  from  Polycarp’s  epif¬ 
tle  to  the  Corinthians. 

The  inscription  to  the  epiftle. 

■  u  POLYCARP,  and  the  Presbyters 
that  are  with  him,  [Polukarpos,  kai  oi  sun 
auto  Prejbuteroi ]  to  the  church  of  God 
that  is  at  Philippi,  [te  paroikoufe  Philippoii] 
mercy  unto  you,  and  peace,  from  God 
Almighty,  and  the  Lord  Tefus  Chrift, 
our  Savior,  be  multiplied  • 
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■  Sect.  V.  “  Knowing  therefore  that 
God  is  not  mocked,  we  ought  to  walk 
worthy  both  of  his  command,  and  of 
his  glory.  Alfo  the  Deacons  [Dtetmaj 
ihuft  be  blamelefs  before  him,  as  the 
miniffers  of  God  in  Chrift,  and  not  o 
men.— In  like  manner,  the  younger  men 
nnift  be  unblanaable  in  ali  things .  a  o\e 
all,  taking  care  of  their  purity,  and  to  re- 
ftraia  themfehes  from  all  evil  toe  it 
is  good  to  be  cut  off  from  the  lulls  that 
are  in  the  world  ;  becaufe  every  fuch  lull, 
“  warreth  agaihft  the  fpnit.  _ 1  11 
«  neither  ;  fornicators,  nor  effeminate, 
nor  abufers  of  themfelves  with  mankind, 
fhajl  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God:  nor 
they  who  do  fuch  things  as  are  fooiilh 
and  unreafonable.  Wherefore  ye  mull 
needs  abflain  from  all  thde  things  ;  be¬ 
ing  fubjeft  to  the  Pnefts  and  Deac ons 
Vulotaffamenous  tms  PreJbuteWs  M  dtako- 
hi]  as  unto  God,  and  Chrift.  1  he  vu - 
gins  admonifli  to.  walk  in  a  fpo^fs  ana 
pure  conference.”  It  immediate.y  i  ^ 

lows,  I 

*  >■  V  s  ’  : 

.  .  •  *  ■  ,  :  a  *■  ,  r  i  .  t  4 

*  t  9  _  t  *  ;  T  ,  n  *  l  4  '  •  '• 

Sect.  VI.  “  And  let  the  Elders  .  [PfjpA 
intern]  b=  compaffionate  and  me  ran 
towards  all  J  turning  them  from i  their, 

Cli ^ 
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errors  ;  feeking  out  thofe  that  are  weak  ; 
not  forgetting  the  widows,  the  fatherlefs, 
and  the  poor  ;  but  always  providing 
what  is  good  both  in  the  fight  of  God 
and  man  :  abflaining  from  all  wrath,  re- 
fpe£f  of  perfons,  and  unrighteous  judg- 
'  ment  ?  and  efpecially  being  free  from  all 
eovetoufnefs.  Not  eaiy  to  believe  any 
thing  againft  any ;  not  fevere  in  judg¬ 
ment  ;  knowing  that  we  are  all  debtors 
in  point  of  law”. — 

Sect.  XI.  “I  am  greatly  affixed  for 
Valens,  who  was  once  a  Prefbyter  [  qui 
factus  eji  aliquando  Prejhytar  cipud  ■  vos  } 
among  you,  that  he  fhould  fo  little  un¬ 
derhand  the  place  that  was  given  to  him 
in  the  church.  Wherefore  I  admonifh 
you,  that  ye  abftain  from  eovetoufnefs  j 
and  that  ye  be  chafte,  and  true  of  fpeech. 
“Keep  yourfelves  from  all  evil.”  For  he 
that  in  thefe  things  cannot  govern  him- 

felf,  how  fhail  he  preferibe  them  to  ano¬ 
ther  ?” 

There  are  two  or  three  paffages  in 
this  epiftle  relative  to  Ignatius,  which  I 
flia|l  infert  here  in  Arch-Bifhop  Wake’s 
traaflation  j  defiring  the  reader  to  take 

particular 
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particular  notice  of  thofe  words  in  them 
that  are  printed  in  capitals,  for  a  reaion 
he  will  be  at  no  lofs  to  know,  when  he 
fees  what  is  hereafter  faid  upon  Ignatius’s 
writings. 

Sect. IX.  “Wherefore  I  exhort  all  you, 
that  ye  obey  the  word  of  righteoufnefs, 
and  exercife  all  patience;  which  ye  have 

SEEN  SET  FORTH  BEFORE  YOUR  EYES, 

not  only  in  the  blefl'ed  Ignatius,  and 
Zozimus,  and  Rufus  ;  but  in  others 
among  yourfelves ;  and  in  Paul  himfelf , 
and  the  reft  of  the  Apoftles  :  being  con¬ 
fident  of  this,  that  all  these  have 
not  run  in  vain,  but  in  faith  and 
righteoufnels,  and  are  gone  to  the 

PLACE  THAT  WAS  DUE  TO  THEM  FROM 

the  Lord,  with  whom  alfo  they  suf¬ 
fered.” 


Sect.  XIII.  “  Ye  wrote  to  me,  both 
ye  and  alfo  Ignatius,  that  if  any  one  went 
fromhence  intoSyria,  he  fhould  bringyour 
letters  with  him  ;  which  alfo  I  will  take 
care  of,  as  foon  as  I  fhallhave  a  conveni¬ 
ent  opportunity,  either  by  my  felf,  or 
him  whom  I  fhall  fend  upon  your  ac¬ 
count.  The  epiftles  of  Ignatius,  which 

he 
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he  wrote  unto  us,  together  with  what 
others  of  his,  *  have  come  to  our  hands* 
we  have  lent  to  you,  according  to  your 
order  ;  which  are  fubjoined  to  this  epif- 
tJe  :  by  which  ye  may  be  greatly  profit¬ 
ed  ;  for  they  treat  of  faith  and  patience* 
and  of  all  things  that  pertain  to  edifica¬ 
tion  in  the  Lord  Tefus.” 

l  "  •  l  V 

Sect.  XIV.  *<  What  you  certainly 
know  of  Ignatius,  and  those  that 
are  with  him,  fignify  unto  us.” 

|  ,  -<  -  ■  /-  ‘  S  • 

Observations  arid  Remarks  on  thd 
foregoing  teftimonies. 

t  '  /  1 

UPON  a  review  of  the  above  pafiages;, 
nothing  is  more  evident  than  that  Poly¬ 
carp  fpeaks  only  of  two  orders  of  officers 
in  the  chureil  at  Philippi  $  in  which  he 

A  a  remarkably 

*  The  words  of  his,  the  Arch-Birtiop  has  been  plea  fed 
arbitrarily  to  put  in,  without  giving  the  leaft  notice  that 
they  are  ir.tirelyhis  own,  there  being  nothing  in  the  origi- 
U  t1?  ,anfwer  to  them  ;  hereby  unavoidably  leading  the 
Enghin reader  into  the  notion  of  more  “tenatianepillles'' 
than  Polycarp  might  think  of.  We  may  hear  more  a* 
tpia  afterwards,  in  its  proper  place-, 
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remarkably  harmonifes  with  Clement  of 
Rome  :  only,  whereas  Clement  promif-* 
euoufly  makes  ufe  of  the  names,  Bifhop 
and  Prdhyter  to  fignify  the  highest,  or 
Jar  ft,  of  thefe  orders.  Polycarp  confines 
himfelf  to  the  te;  m  Prefby  ter,  not  fo  much 
as  once  naming  the  word  Bifhop,  any 
where  in  his  epiftle.  Nor  is  there  a  lei's 
agreement  between  Polycarp, and  th-eApof- 
tle  Paul  upon  this  head  only,  whereas 
the  Apoftle  Paul,  in  writing  to  this  church 
at  Philippi,  fpeaks  of  its  officers  in  the 
ftile  of  “  Bifbops  and  Deacons  Poly- 
«arp  alters  the  denomination,  mentioning 
the  firft  of  thefe  orders,  under  the  name 
©f  “  Prefbyters.”  And  a?  they  both  in¬ 
tend  one  and  the  fame  order  of  officers* 
the  change  of  ftile,  in  which  they  fpeak 
of  them,  is  a  fignal  illuftration  of  the 
Prefbyterian  glofs  upon  the  Apoftle’s 
words  ;  as  well  as  a  good  argument, 
that,  in  the  language  of  thefe  times, 
the  terms  Bilhop  and  Prelhyter  meant 
precifely  the  fame  order  of  ecclefiaftical 
officers- 

Nor  does  Polycarp  barely  mention  Pref- 
Ibyters  as  the  higheft  of  the  two  orders 

he 
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he  takes  notice  of,  in  the  church  at  Phi¬ 
lippi  ;  bat  he  likewife  /'peaks  of  thefe 
Pre/byfers,  as  having  devolved  on  them 
the  “  in/pecfion  and  rule”  of  the  church, 
rfe  there/ore  exhorts  the  Philippians  “  to 
be  fubjeit  to  their  Prefbyters  and  the 
Pre/by ters  he  exhorts,  “  to  ab/fain  from 
refpebt  of  perfons  and  unrighteous  judg- 
nient  ;  not  haftily  believing  a  report 
againft  any  man;  not  being  rigid  in  judg- 
ment which  plainly  fuppofes  them,  in 
his  opinion,  to  have  been  vetted  with  th» 
power  of  ecclefiaftical  difcipline  and 
this,  without  any  perfon  of  a  fit  peri  or  or-' 
der  at  their  head.  For  it  happens  here, 
ts  in  the  epiftle  of  Clement,  there  is  a 
jotalfttence  about  theBi/hop  of  this  church. 
Neither  his  name,  or  authority,  are  once 
Mentioned  :  nor  is  there,  through  the 
vhole  epiftle,  fo  much  as  a  glance,  leadi¬ 
ng  our  thoughts  to  any  perfon,  related  to 
his  caurch,  of  iuperior  authority  to  the 
fte/byters  of  it. 

The  reply  fo metimes  made  to  this  is 
eraaps  the  Bifhop  was  dead.  But 
,r  intimation  is  there,  in  the  epiftle, 
r  eife  where,  that  he  was  ever  alive  ?  It 

ought 
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ought  firft  to  be  proved,  find  not  taken 
for  granted,  that  he  once  had  exiftence  ; 
before  it  will,  in  reafon,  account  lor  the 
filence  there  is  about  him,  to  {ay  he  was 
dead.  Nor  is  it  conceivable,  it  this  had 
really  been  the  cafe,  but  Polycarp  would 
have  offered  the  Philippians  matter  of 
comfort  under  fo  heavy  a  lois  :  at  iealt, 
he  might  have  wifhed  them  another  Bi- 
lhop,  or  recommended  it  to  them,  to  take 
care  to  get  his  place  filled  up. 

It  maybe  worth  while  juft  to  obfervehere, 
how  frequently,  according  to  the  epilco- 
pal  fcheme,  the  primitive  fees  were  vacant 
by  the  death  of  their  Bifhops.  When 
Clement  wrote  to  the  Corinthians,  one 
plea  is,  their  Bifhop  was  dead,  in  order 
to  fatisfy  for  the  filence  theie  is  about 
him.  When  we  come  to  Philippi,  the 
fame  anfwer  is  made  ;  the  Bilhop  is  dead. 

nd  he  wasdoubtlefs  dead  too  in  the  days  of 
the  Apoftle  Paul ;  for  he  is  as  iilent  about 
him  as  Polycarp.  The  words  of  the  ex¬ 
cellent  Mr.  Jamefon  deferve  a  place  here. 
Says  he  “  Philippi  is  no  lefts  fatal  to  the 

tt  Epifcopals,  than  its  neighbouring  plains 

if  were  to  the  Pompeians  ;  for  they  are 

“  ftung 
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*c  flung  and  confounded  with  the  very 
“  firfl  words  of  Paul  to  that  church  : 

and  among  their  other  wild  lhifts,  they 
4*  anfwer,  that  the  Bifhop  was  often  ab- 
“  lent.  But  there  was  a  good  number  of 
years  between  the  writing  of  Paul,  and 
“  that  of  Polycarp,  to  the  Philippians  ; 
“  and  yet,  we  lee  the  Bifhop  is  never 
“  come  home.  Why  tarry  the  wheels 
“  of  his  Lordfliip’s  chariot  ?  Hath  he 
“  not  fped  at  court,  that,  after  fo  long 
“  abfence,  there  is  no  news -of  his  re- 
turn  ?  nor  are  we  like  ever  to  hear 
“  anymore  of  him,  for  now  (fay  they) 
he  is  dead.” 

There  being,  in  the  body  of  this  epif- 
tle,  nothing  but  what  makes  much 
againfl  the  caufe  of  modern  Epifcopacy, 
gieat  fit  els  is  laid  upon  thefe  words  in. 
The  “infcription”to  it,  “  Polycarp  and  the 
Prefbyters  that  are  with  him.”  But  not- 
withflanding  all  that  can  be  made  of  thefe 
words,  it  will  be  impoffible  to  find  in 
them  any  marks  of  a  fuperiority  of  or¬ 
der  between  Polycarp,  and  thefe  Prelbv- 
ter s.  .  J  ' 

'  '  y-  i .  ,y  _v  „  '  -it  •  :.  V  f  1  #  , .  4  t 
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It  is  true,  Pojycarp  is  iirft  mentioned, 
and  then  the  other  Prefbyters  of  Smyr¬ 
na  :  hut  what  is  this  to  prove  his  epif- 
copal  jurifdidtion,  his  being  placed  at  the 
head  of  thete  Prefbyters,  as  an  officer  of 
diftindt  and  fuperior  rank  ?  Certainly,  no 
fuch  thing  can  be  colledted,  by  any  genu¬ 
ine  deduction  from  this  mode  of  diction.  It 
rather  plainlyimports  a  parity  of  order  be¬ 
tween  the  perfons  directing  the  epiftle  ; 
for  they  are  evidently  aftociated  as  a  body, 
without  any  hgn  of  diftindtion  at  all,  un- 
lefs  a  meer  primacy  may  be  fo  called  : 
whereas,  if  Polycarp  had  been  the  epifco- 
pal  head  of  the  Prefbyters  of  Smyrna,  the 
infcription  (as  the  learned  Salmatius  ob- 
ferves)  had  more  properly  run,  “  Poly¬ 
carp  the  Bifhop,  and  the  Prefbyters  of 
Smyrna  or  rather,  the  epiftle  had 
been  fent  in  his  own  name,  without  any 
mention  of  the  Prefbyters.  And  there  is 
the  more  reafon  for  this  obfervation,  if 
we  may  fuppofe  the  truth  of  what  this 
fame  author  adds  ;  namely,  “  There  can¬ 
not  be  produced  a  fingle  in  fiance,  after 
the  diftindtion  between  Bifhops  and  Pref¬ 
byters  took  place,  of  any  epiftle  wrote  by 
any  Bifhop,  who,  in  the  infcription,  made 

himfelf 
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himfelf  a  co-partner  with  Prelbyters.” 
This  is  evidently  the  cafe  here  ;  the  moil 
natural  meaning  or  the  infcription  hemp 
obvmufly  this,  “  Polycarp  and  the  reft  of 
the  Prefovters  of  that  college.”  Poly¬ 
carp  plainly  here  joins  himfelf  with  the 
ot  er  Piefbyteis  :  they  are  all  reprefented 
as  Jo  many  co-partners  in  lending  the 

epiltle  :  nor  is  there  any  diftintfion  in¬ 
timated  between  them  ;  only.  Polycarp 
ts  particularly  named,  and  firft  mention¬ 
ed  :  which  may  eafily,  and  fatisfadorily 

r*  *  f'  •  ^  1 1  going  into  the 

uppofitjon  of  his  being  of  an  order 

tn  the  church  fuperior  to  that  of  Pref- 
byters. 


One  great  argument  (exaftly  fimilar  to 
dm  from  this  infcription)  the  Romanifts 
make  ufe  of  to  prove  “  Peter’s  primacy,” 
or  luperiority  over  the  reft  of  the  Apof- 
es,  is  taken  from  his  name’s  being  firft: 
placed  in  the  catalogues,  and  narrations, 
we  have  of  him  and  them,  both  in  fcripl 
ture,  and  antiquity  :  to  which  the  great 

Di.  Barrow  (allowing  the  faft'at  leaft 

o  be  jo  conftant  as  not  to  feem  cafual) 
infwers,  “  That  pofition  of  names  does 


« 


not 


“  not  argue  difference  of  degree,  or  fope-* 

«  riority  in  power ;  any  fmall  advantage 
“  of  age,  /landing,  merit,  or  wealth,  ferv-* 

“  inCT  °to  ground  fuch  precedence;  as 
*<  common  experience  doth  fhew.”  Now 
this  observation  will  help  us  to  account 
for  the  particular,  and  firft,  mention 
of  Polycarp,  in  the  infcription  under 

debate. 

He  was  probably  the  firft  in  age  among 
the  Prefbyters  of  Smyrna  ;  being,  at  lead, 
between  forty  and  fifty  years  old,  when 
he  wrote  this  “epiftle  to  the  Phihppians. 
Or  however  this  might  be,  he  was  doubt- 
lefs  the  firft  in  (landing  among  them,  that 
is,  he  was  before  any  of  them  placed  in 
the  minifterial  office  ;  was  the  fenioi  Pai- 
tor  of  this  church  ;  and  perhaps  the  very 
firft  Pallor,  the  Smyrnseans  ever  had  fix- 


dination,  efpecially  when  femori.j  o{ ag 
thereto,  is  always  fauna  to 

4 
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harily  granted  without  fo  much  as  lavin 

in  any  claim  to  it;  And  among  Paftoi 

ot  precifely  the  fame  order,  thefe  take 

place  ;  and  their  names,  when  put  into 

wilting,  are  always  firft  mentioned  :  and 

feme  times  thefe  only  are  mentioned,  while 

ot  leis  o  more  late  ftanding  are  entire* 
ly  left  out; 

Besides,  Polycarp  was  one  of  diftin* 
guifhed  perfonal  worth  j  firftamong  thefe 
Prefbyters,  as  being,  it  may  be,  of  fuperior 
endowments,  both intellectual  and  moral: 

and  as  he  was,  by  this  means,  in  a  more 

eminent  manner  qualified  for  the  paftoral 
othce,  his  more  eminent  qualifications 
were  a  good  ground  of  precedence.  He 
might,  from  a  juft  fenfe  ofhis  own  fu- 

firft°nWent’  hA  1lfp°u-d  t0  affume  the 
firft  place  j  and,  by  this  means,  cuftom 

might  give  him  pofleflion  of  it  :  or  his 

more :  firming  abilities  might,  being’ob- 

feryed,  procure  from  others  a  voluntary 

g  ving  him  the  pre-eminence.  “  For  to 

thofe,  who  indifputably  excell  in  good 

J???!  hone(J  and  meek  perfons  eafily 

fions}of  oubr  CCdenCe  J  efpeciaI1y  on  °cca- 
fions  or  public  concernment,  wherein  it  is 

v  ®  ^  expedient; 
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_xpedient  the  bell  qualified  perfons  fhouid 
he  firlpleen.”  And  it,  upon  tire  account  or 
ins  penonai  woi  th  m  Special,  the  church  of 
Smyrna  had  exp, relied  a  ciitlinguilhing 
regard  for  Polycarp, it  is  nothing  ftrange  : 
nor  if  the  Preibyters  of  this  church  had 
honored  him  as  their  father  .had  allow¬ 
ed  him  a  primacy  of  order  or  dignity  5 
waiting  for  him  to  lead  in  all  public  mat¬ 
ters,  and  name  hi  ml  elf  heft  in  all  epiftles, 
as  the  firft,  or  moll  diftinguilhed  perlon 
of  their  body,  is  it  any  more  than  is  no  tv 
commonlv  nraciiieo. 


Moreover,  it  may  be  worth  our  no¬ 
tice,  Polycarp  was  one  that  had  acquain¬ 
tance  with  the  A  polities  of  our  Lord  ;  and, 
what  is  more,  was  placed  m  tnepaftoial 
office  at  Smyrna,  by  at  ieaft  one  of  them  : 
which  are  advantages  that  gi  eatly^diftin- 
guifhed  him.  And  if,  in  virtue  hereof, 
being;  dillinguiffily  honored  and  reveren¬ 
ced,  he  had  affigned  him  the  firft  place 
in  the  college  of  Prefbyters,  belonging  to 
this  church,  it  is  no  more  than  might 
naturally  be  expected.  Upon  the  whole. 
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There  is  no  reaion  to  think,  Poly  - 
carp’s  being  fir  ft  named,  in  this  infcrip- 
tion,  was  owing  to  any  other  caufe,  than 
forne  or  ali  of  thofe  we  have  mentioned. 
To  be  Cure,  it  could  not  be  becau  fe  of  his 
epifcopal  authority  and  pre-eminence,  «n- 
lefs  the  church  of  Smyrna  was  far  differ¬ 
ent  in  its  conftitution  from  the  church 
at  Philippi  :  and  this  is  not  in  the  leaft: 
probable,  fince  there  are  no  traces  in  this 
epiftle  of  any  fuperiority  of  order  between 
Bifliops  and  Prefbyters. 

There  is  but  one  objection,  what  I  have 
offered  is  liable  to,  that  I  know  of  :  and 
this  is,  that  Polycarp  is  fpoken  of,  in  an¬ 
tiquity,  as  Bifhop  of  Smyrna;  which  be¬ 
ing  confidered  at  the  fame  time  that  we 
read  this  infcription,  it  will  naturally  lead 
us  to  conftrue  his  particularly  naming 
himfelf  ;  and  this,  before  the  Prefbyters^ 
as  fignifying  his  being  of  an  order  fupe- 
lior  to  them. 

■  4  -  I 

But  as  the  whole  weight  of  this  ob¬ 
jection  (if  there  be  any  at  all  in  it)  de¬ 
pends  intirely- upon  the  true  import  of 
the  word  Bifhop,  in  the  age  of  Polycarp,, 

there 
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there  is  no  reafon  to  be  moved  by  it  i 
fince  we  fhall  fee  in  thefe  papers  (which 
#re  through  the  whole  of  them  an  anf- 
wer  to  it)  full  evidence,  that  this  word, 
in  this  age,  was  certainly  fynonimous 
yvith  the  word  Prefbyter,  and  ufed  ta 
fignify  nothing  more  than  precifely  the 
fame  order  of  church  officers, 
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His  character,  ■writings,  and  tefmmus 
-■ }  om  t'Jem>  with  ohfervatiqns  and  remarks . 


name,  epithet,  or  whatever  e' 
.  a”y  may  pleafe  to  call  it,  givi 
*h,s  *«•>«■>  in  all  his  epiftles,  is  The, 
phoros  ;  which,  as  the  learned  fay,  m; 
be  written  differently  accented  :  eith 
heophoros,  meaning,  a  divine  pe 
°ne  wbo  carried  God  in  h 
leaft  j  or  THEoPHQRosfignifyinga  pe 

nf’th  by  God”  The  general! 

thofe  who  entertain  a  favorable  op 

w"M-ISnf1U/’S  “  ePiftles»”  think  1 

wh VI  idm  rn  ^  1?°ken  of’  in  the  aSe  1 
Whicn  he  lived,  in  the  ftije  of  Theopuc 


SOS  ; 


*9**iir  . 

•  v  „  /Vyi  -  ■ 
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ROS ;  and  that  this  name  was  applied  to 
him,  in  the  firft  of  the  above  fenfes,  on 
account  of  his  great  piety,  his  “  foul’s 
being  full  of  God.”  But  both  thefe  points 
may,  with  good  reafon,  be  called  m  puef- 
tion.  It  is  undoubted  facf,  that  he  is 
never  mentioned  by  any  of  the  tiuly  pri¬ 
mitive  Fathers  in  the  ftile  of  Theo- 
phoros.  And  what  may  be  worth  no¬ 
tice,  thofe,  among  the  later  ones,  who 
-mve  him  this  name,  do,  at  the  lame  time, 
fpeak  of  him  as  the  “  child”  our  Savi¬ 
or  “  took  up  into  his  arms,  and  “  fat 
before  his  difciples”  as  a  pattern  of  hu¬ 
mility.  And  this  is  the  fpecial  realon 
they  affign  of  the  application  of  this 
name.  But,  as  the  greateft  admirers  of 
Ignatius  efteem  this  a  fabulous  uoiy, 
falling  in  with  Chryfoftom,  who  lays  of 
this  Father,  that  he  never  few  our  Lord, 
nor  enjoyed  any  converfe  with  him,  '  »e 
name  Theophoros,  founded  on  it, 
ought  not  to  be  aferibed  to  him.  n  j 
probably,  it  was  not  originally  inferted 
in  the  “  inferiptions”  to  his  “  epifties  ; 
unlefs  we  fliould  fuppofe  them  fpurious, 
and  not  wrote  until  the  faoie  ltlelf,  that 
is  the  foundation  of  this  name,  in  t  ns 
fenfe,  began  to  obtain  a  currency. 
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It  is  laid,  in  fupport  of  the  other  rea- 
Ion  of  the  application  of  this  name,  that 
it  feems  to  have  been  the  very  one,  Igna¬ 
tius  himfelt  is  reprefented  to  have  given, 
in  the  extant  account  we  have  of  his 
“  martyrdom.”  For  being  afked,  “  Who 
was  Theophoros  ?”  His  reply  was, 
“  He  who  has  Chrijft  in  bis  bread.”  From 
whence  it  is  fuppofed,  that  he  was  com¬ 
monly  known  by  this  name,  and  for  this 
reafon.  But,  as  “  the  acts  of  the  mar¬ 
tyrdom  of  Ignatius”  are  no  where  quo¬ 
ted,  mentioned, or  fo  much  as  referred  to, 
in  any  manner  whatever,  by  any  Father, 
until  we  have  got  into  thofe  times  that 
were  greatly  remote  from  his  day,  they 
mult  be  acknowledged  to  be,  at  lead,  of 
dubious  authority,  and  not  to  be  depend¬ 
ed  on  in  point  of  argument. - But  it 

would  take  up  too  much  room,  to  lit¬ 
tle  purpofe,  to  enlarge  here. 

Whether  Ignatius  was  called  Theo¬ 
phoros  or  not  j  or  whatever  was  the  rea¬ 
son  of  giving  him  this  name,  we  are  whol¬ 
ly  at  a  lofs  to  know,  where  he  was 
born ;  how  educated  ;  when,  and  by 
what  means,  converted  to  the  Chridi- 
aa  faith.  And,  in  truth,  the  ancient 

records 
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records  are  furprizingly  filent  about 
him  j  feldom  mentioning  fo  much  as  his 
name*  until  we  come  into  the  fourth  cen¬ 
tury.  He  is  highly  celebrated  by  mo¬ 
dern  writers ;  and  were  we  to  judge,  from 
the  honorary  manner,  in  which  they  fpeak 
of  him,  we  muft  fuppofe,  that  he  was  not 
only  the  moft  pious  and  holy  man,  but 
the  moft  faithful,  and  fignally  accom- 
plifhed  gofpel-minifter,  that  ever  lived* 
This,  pofiibly,  may  be  his  juft  chara&er  j 
but  none  can  fay  that  it  is  upon  any  other 
foot,  than  that  of  meer  conjecture. 

He  is  commonly  fpoken  of  as  Bifhop 
of  Antioch  ;  but  it  ought  to  be  remem¬ 
bered,  that  Origin,  a  writer  in  the  third 
century,  is  the  firft  Father  that  mentions 
him  under  this  character.  He  is  follow¬ 
ed  by  the  fucceeding  Fathers,  in  the  fe- 
veral  ages  in  which  they  refpeCtively  flou- 
rifhed.  And  when  they  fpeak  of  him  in 
the  ftile  of  Bifhop,  they  doubtlels  took 
into  the  meaning  of  the  word,  the  whole 
that  was  underftood  by  it  in  their  day. 
But  this  will,  by  no  means,  let  us  into 
the  true  idea  of  this  term,  as  ufed  in  the 
days  of  Ignatius.  It  is  readily  conced¬ 
ed,  he  was  Bifhop  of  Antioch..;  but  utter- 

-  Jy 
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iy  denied,  that  he  was  Bifhop  of  this 
church  in  the  fenfe,  in  which  this  word 
was  ufed,  either  in  the  age  ofOrigen,  or 
in  thofe  ages  that  followed  after.  He 
might  as  properly  be  called  the  Paftor, 
the  ffift,  or  mod:  eminent  Prelbyter,  or 
Elder,  of  that  church,  as  the  Bilhop  of 
it  ;  for  nothing  more  was  meant  by  the 
word, Bifhop,  in  the  age  in  which  Igna¬ 
tius  flourifhed. 

-  ,  ’  #  » 

It  may  properly  be  obferved  here,  the 
different  account  the  Fathers  give  of  the 
order,  or  place,  of  his  fucceffion  in  the 
chuich  of  Antioch,  makes  a  difficulty  not 
unlike  that  of  Clement’s  fucceffion  in  the 
church  of  Rome.  The  difficulty  is,  where 
to  place  Ignatius  in  the  line  of  fucceffion  ; 
fome  of  the  Fathers  putting  Euodius  be¬ 
fore  him.and  others  placing  Ignatius  next 
liter  fome  Apoftle.  The  Epifcopalians 
ne  much  puzzled  to  folve  this  matter, 
md  go  into  very  different  fchemes,  which 

t  is  not  my  bufinefs,  at  prefent,  to  ex- 
imine. 

'  '  *  •*’  I#  X.  f  \  *  ;  >  •  * 

.  Prec"ffe  time  of  his  taking  upoa 
nm  the  charge  of  the  Antiochian  church 
annot  be  afcertained  ;  nojr  is  it  particu- 

P  c-  larly 
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larly  known,  how  he  executed  this  trufl  i, 
though  it  may,  in  general,  be  charitably 
thought,  that  he  approved  himfelf  a  faith¬ 
ful  Minifter  of  Chrift  ;  as  he  couragi- 
oufly  chofe  to  die  rather  than  difovvn  his 
M after  and  Lord.  There  is  no  room  to 
doubt  his  having  laid  down  his  life  for 
the  fake  of  the  religion  of  jefus  ;  but  as 
to  the  manner  and  circumftances  of  his 
death,  as  related  in  the  “  acts  of  his  mar¬ 
tyrdom,”  it  may  be  juftly  questioned, 
whether  full  credit  13  due  to  them.  In 
fpecial,  it  is  difficult  to  think  that  he 
fhould  be  fent  from  Antioch  to  fuffer 
at  Rome.  The  moft  able  writers  are  at 
a  lofs  to  account  for  this ;  and  fome  look 
upon  it  as  plainly  an  incredible  _  ftory. 
The  great  Jamefon  has  this  opinion  of 
it.  Says  he,  “  Why  fhould  Trajan  be 
<«  at  the  pains  to  fend  him  guarded  thi- 
«  ther  ?  Certainly  not  for  an  entertain- 
«<  ment  to  the  people,  as  the  pretended 
««  “a6ls  of  Ignatius”affirm.  They  had  ftore 
“  of  Chriftians  of  all  forts  at  Rome,  with 
“  the  fpe&acle  of  whofe  fufferings  they 
€t  might  daily  be  cloyed.  Neither,  as 
««  fome  anfwer,  becaufe  he  was  a  famous 
“  chriftian  Bifhop,  at  whofe  death  the 

“  Roman  Chriftians  might  be  terrified  ; 

«  feeing 


bid 
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«  feeing  the  Emperor  might  conclude, 
«  from  Ignatius’s  great  refolution  and 
««  boldnefs,  which  himfelf  had  perceived, 
•*  that  he  would  much  animate  them. 
“  But  the  perpetual  practice  of  thefe 
“  times  frees  us  from  further  debate 
“  herein.  I  can  never  find,  that  the  Ro- 
“  mans  brought  Chriftians  from  Afia,  or 
fuch  remote  places,  to  be  executed  at 
Rome;  but  to  the  nearefl  feats  of  juf- 
*'<  tice  ;  as  is  clear  in  Polycarp,  and  other 
“  moll  famous  Bifhops,  or  Pallors.’'  He 
goes  on,  quoting  a  paffage  from  Dr.  Stil- 
lingfleet,  in  thefe  words,  “  And  truly  the 
“  Rory  of  Ignatius,  as  much  as  it  is  de- 
“  fended  with  his  epiflles,  doth  not  feem 
to  be  any  of  the  moll  probable.  For 
“  wherefore  fhould  Ignatiu  s,  of  all  others, 
“  be  brought  to  Rome  to  fuffer  ?  when  the 
Pro-Confuls,  and  the  Praslides  Provin- 
**  ciarum,  did  every  where,  in  the  time 
"  of  perfecution,  execute  their  power 
in  punifhing  of  Chriftians  at  their  own 
“  tribunals,  without  fending  them  fo 
**  long  a  journey  to  Rome  to  be  martyr- 
ed  there.” — But  however  it  might  be 
as  to  this,  and  other  circumftances,  the 
fa6l  itfelf,  that  he  died  a  martyr,  is  not 
difputed. 


The 
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The  year  of  his  martyrdom  is  variouf- 
ly  fixed.  Some  place  it  in  the  year  107  ; 
others  in  iioj  and  others  flill  in  116. 
It  would  take  up  too  much  room,  and  to 
no  great  pUrpbfe,  to  examine  the  reafons 
which  have  induced  critical  writers  thus 
to  differ  in  fetlingthe  period  of  Ignatius’s 
death  ■,  upon  which  account  I  fhall  fay- 
nothing  more  about  it. 

His  Writings. 

CONCERNING  thefe,  it  will  be  pro¬ 
per  I  fhOuid  be  more  particular,  than 
would  have  been  neceffary,  had  they  not 
Been  the  occafion  of  fo  much  difputc  in 
the  learned  world. 

No  lefs  than  fifteen  “  Epi files”  go  un¬ 
der  the  name  of  Ignatius  ;  and  they  have 
commonly  been  divided  into  three  claflcs. 
The  firff  contains  the  three  epiftles  that 
are  extant  only  in  latin,  and  wrote,  one 
of  them  to  the  “  Virgin  Mary,”  the  other 
two  to  “  St.  John.”  The  fecond  compre¬ 
hends  the  five  Greek  epiftles,  which 
are  not  mentioned  either  by  Eufebius,  cr 
Jefom.  The  fir  ft,  to  “  Mary  Caffaboli- 
ta  the  fecond,  to  the  inhabitants  of 

Tarfus  f* 
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l  arius the  third  “to  the  Antiochians 
<-.ie  fourth,  “  to  Hero,”  Deacon  of  the 
church  at  Antioch  the  fifth,  «  to  the 
Phihppians.”  A  few  Roman-catholic 
writers  give  credit  to  th eft  epiftles,  as 
wrote  y  Ignatius  ;  but  they  are  herein 
timverfally  oppofed  by  Epifcopalian  pro- 
teftants,  as  well  as  others,  who  look  up¬ 
on  them  as  evidently  fuppofititious.  The 
third  clafs  comprifes  the  feven  epiftles 
luppofeci  to  be  taken  notice  of  by  Eufe- 

bius;  which  are  the  following  ones.  The 

li,  '“(.'J16  EPhelians  s"  the  fecond, 
to  the  Magnefians  ;”  the  third,  «  to 

the  Trallians the  fourth,  “  to  the  Ro¬ 
mans  the  fifth,  «  to  the  Philadel¬ 
phians  j  the  fixth,  “  to  the  Smyrnse- 
ans  j”  the  feventh  “  to  Polycarp.”  N.  B. 
Arch-bilhop  Ufher,  *  and  fome  others 

after 


"*  This  noted  Antiquary  was  clearly  and  fully  of  the  onini- 
on,  that  the  “  epiftle  to  Polycarp,”  which  is  reckon”* 
:  “skes  up,  the  feven  “  epiftles  of  Ignatius,” 

nerable  V  f nbUted  5  as  he  %P°fes,  this  v^- 

neral  e  Father  wrote  no  peculiar  epiftle  to  Polvcar'n 

but  that  his  “  epiftle  to  the  church  of  Smyrna”  was 
J  toethem1bot,themA^dItheir  Biftl0P’  and  dir<^d  joint. 

wits  the  fenthl  ,  n  “  W3S  “  110  doubt>  but  that 
to n  l  fT  ?  of,Jerom  alfo-  And  others  think  fo 

in  his  book  becau.fe  HonOrius  Auguftodunenfis, 

h  book  de  lummanbus  ecclefe,”  which  is  an  epi¬ 
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after  him,  rejeft  this  laft  ;  fuppofing  the 
■Jx  former  to  be  the  only  truly  genuine 

ones.  * 

These  feven  epiftles,  it  may  be  obferv- 
ed,  are  again  confidered  in  two  views. 
The  firft  exhibits  them  in  the  editions 
that  were  publiflied  before  the  days  ot 
the  celebrated  Ufoer  and  Voffius  ,  and 
thus  confidered,  they  are  ailed 
«  larger  epiftles,”  and  are .  now  alraoft 
univerfally  given  up  as  incapable  of 
a  defence,  on  account  or  the  corrb  - 
tions  that  have  feme  how  or  other  un, 
happily  got  mixed  with  them  ;  though 
ft  ou.ht  always  to  be  kept  m  remem¬ 
brance,  that  the  former  advocates  for 
Prelacy,  who  had  no  other  editions  but 
thefe,  Lenuoufly  pleaded  for  them  as  the 
crenuine  valuable  remains  of  the  tr  .1} 
primitive  Ignatius,  and  appealed  to  them 
Lfuch,  in°,he  caufe  of  Ep.  copacy  per- 
haDS  with  as  much  frequency,  and  leal, 
as  any  of  their  Epifcopal  brethren  have 

done  lince.  '■pHT 

tome  of  ferom, 

da,  and  others,  enumeiatiMg  P  lt  ought  there- 

altogether  omits  that  to  -  ke(j  amon?,  t^ofo 

•  ■  f^»be,and,..W.the.«eat_UftCT,«mfce  - 

;  «.  epiftles, ”  which,  to  fay  the  leaft,  are  ai~ 
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The  other  view  we  have  of  thefe  epif- 
ties  is,  as  they  are  fet  forth  by  Arch-Bi- 
fhop  Ufher,  from  two  latin  copies  he  met 
with  in  England,  one  in  the  library  of 
Caius  college,  the  other  in  the  library 
of  Bifhop  Montague ;  and  by  the  learned 
Voffius,  from  a  Greek  manufcript  copy 
he  found  in  the  Florentine  library.  Con- 
i  ^  ^  tt  t  It  1  s  view,  they  are  called  the 

te  fhorter  epiftles,”  and  reprefented  as 
both  genuine  and  uncorrupted.  They 
are  accordingly  the  only  ones  now  re¬ 
paired  to,  in  proof  of  the  fuperiority  of 
Bi/hops  to  Prefbyters  in  order  and  pow¬ 
er.— May  it  not  be  pertinently  queried 
here.  Do  not  Epifcopalians  evidently  con¬ 
demn  themfelves,  while  they  zealoufly 
adhere  to  thefe ,  and  rejeft  the  former  edi¬ 
tions  of  the  “  Ignatian  epiftles  ?”  They 
would  not  be  wrought  upon,  by  any  me¬ 
thods  of  reafoning,  to  give  up  “  epiftles” 
they  now  acknowledge  to  be  bafely  in¬ 
terlarded  with  corruption,  until  they  had 
got  them,  from  other  manufcripts,  in  a 
ftate  they  could  better  defend.  Does  it 
not  look,  as  though  they  imagined  their 
caufe  flood  in  abfolute  need  of  Ignatius, 
and  were  willing  to  part  with  him  in  the 
former  editions,  only  becaufe  they  have 

others 
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others  to  fubftitute  in  their  room,  that 
have  not  fo  gjaring  an  appearance  of  a 
bafe  mixture.  ?  One  can  Icarce  help 
thinking,  if  other  editions  fhould  be  let 
forth,  from  ftill  other  manufcripts,  more 
defenfible  than  thefe  they  now  have,  they 
would  as  readily  quit  thefe,  as  they  have 
done  the  former  ones. 

But  however  pure  and  uncorrupt  thefe 
«  fhorter  epidles,”  publifhed  from  the 
more  lately  difcovered  manufcripts,  are 
fuppofed  to  be,  there  are  fome,  and  of  the 
firft  character  too  for  learning,  who  have 
openly  declared  it  to  be  their  opinion, 
that  they  are  spurious  j  and  a  {till  grea¬ 
ter  number  are  perfuaded  they  have  been 
corrupted,  if  they  are  not  fpurious,  to  a 
degree  that  unfits  them  to  be  appealed 
to,  as  exhibiting  the  real  lenfe  of  the 
true  Ignatius. 

The  ftrangefilenceof  primitive  antiqui¬ 
ty  concerning  “  epiftles,  under  the  name 
of  Ignatius,  is  mentioned  by  lome,  in¬ 
timately  acquainted  with  the  Fathers,  as 
;a  fufficient  reafon  to  fufpe.a  that  he  ne¬ 
ver  wrote  any.  T-  here  is  no  difpu.^ 
about  the  JaftW.  namely,  that  none 


IGNATIUS. 


199 


oftne  Fathers,  whofe  works  are  ftill  re- 
-•maining,  m  whole,  or  in  part,  give  no¬ 
tice  of"  epi,  ties'’  wrote  by  Ignatius,  either 

a  lefs  or  greater  number,  until  we  come 
into  the  fourth  century,  three  only  ex- 

fpt?d  •  °r  Wh°m  We  fha11  particularly 

Pn^h'm  ?mS,  P‘'0per  place’  afterwards. 
But  then  the  p.ea  is,  this  is  a  negatiw  ar- 

gumenr,  and  proves  nothing.  It  js  ac_ 
^nowledged  negative  evidence,  couriered 

Butffil  rr'^:,  1Scof  n°  Sreat  weight. 

,  1,  this  kind  of  evidence  may  be  fo 

attended  wtth  circumftances  as  to  vie  d 

convta.on  not  much  Ihort  of  that  which 

as  that  there  would  be  as  mZh  ?S’ 
to  expea,  i,  (hould  be  taken  note  of  by 

acouainted  ^  '®  thouSht  have  bee£ 
acquainted  with  it,  as  other  writings  of 

the  fame  age  ,  and  they  are  commfmo 

Sneta  hC,L'y 

-iters  foe 

ftances  of  no  fmall  im  2  3re  circurn"‘ 
ftrenp’fh  tn  -  ma  .  lmP01'tance,  and  add 
S  o«.  negative  teftimony,  renderim 

D  d 


2  O  O 


I  G  N  A  T  1  U 


it  aim  oft  equal  in  force  to  that  which 
is  pofitive.  Now,  this  is  the  cafe  re- 


fpefting  thefe  tc  Ignatian  epidles. 


For 


it  ought  to  be  remembeied,  and  conn- 

dered,  •  '  ‘ 

•  *  (  >  -  '  #  •  .  •  •  \  ■  '>  '  !  •  ;  ■ 

Ignatius  lived  in  the  fil'd  age  of 
Chridianity,  was  peifonally  known  to,  at 
lead,  feme  of  the  Apoftles,  and  many  of 
thole  who  had  been  familiarly  converlant 
with  them.  And  he  was  condituted, 
if  we  may  believe  the  Epifcopalians,  by 
one  of  the  Apoftles,  at  leair,  Bifliop  of 
the  church  of  Antioch  ;  a  noted  city  in 
itlelf,  and  remarkable  on  account  of  its 
being  the  place,  where  believers  were  fird 
diftinguifhed  by  the  name  of  Christi¬ 
ans.  Thefe  are  circumdances,  leaving 
it  indifputable,  that  Ignatius  was  no  ob- 
icure  perfon,  but  as  likely  to  be  known 
as  anyP  in  that  day.  Befides  all  this,  he 
was  a  glorious  martyr  for  the  religion  of 
Jefus  ;  and,  if  he  really  wrote  thefe  epif¬ 
tles,  the  circumdances  of  his  martyr¬ 
dom  'were  truly  extraordinary.  Bor  he 
was  condemned  at  Antioch,  to  die  at 
Rome.  And,  in  order  to  the  execution 
of  this  fentence,  was  conveyed,  by  a  band 
of  foldiers,  as  a  prifoner  of  death  for  the 
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fake  of  (Thrift,  through  all  the  places,  in 
which  his  name  was  named,  that  lay 
in  the  way  between  the  greatly  di- 
ftant  cities  from  each  other,  Antioch 
and  Rome.  This  is  a  circa mftance  that 
would  naturally  fpread  his  fame,  and 
o.ccafion  his  being  held  in  veneration  by 
all  the  Chriftian  churches,  as  he  paffed 
along.  Had  he  been  before  a  perfon  of 
no  figure,  this  alone  would  have  given 
him  an  exalted  reputation  :  nor  is  it  fup- 
pofeable,  that  any  of  the  Fathers,  of  the 
lame  age,  fhould  be  more  extenfively 
known,  or  more  frequently  fpoken  of 
with  honor.  Thefe  are  the  circumftan- 
.ces  under  which  we  are  to  conceive  of  the 
author  of  thefe  “  epiftles.” 


And  as  extraordinary  ones  attend  the 
epiftles”  themfelves  ;  for  they  were 
wrote  (if  wrote  by  him)  in  the  charafter 
of  one  that  was  a  prifoner,  in  bonds,  for 
the  name  of  Chrift,  and  actually  on  his 
journey  to  be  devoured  by  wild  beafts  : 
nor  were  they  wrote  to  private  friends, 
upon  meer  private  concerns ;  but  to  no 
leis  than  fix  as  famous  churches  as  were 
then  in  the  world  ;  and,  if  we  may  be¬ 
lieve  the  EpifcopaUans,  upon  matters  o£ 

the 
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the  moft  ellential  importance,  Thefe, 
finely,  are  confulerations  that  will  not 
fqffer  us  to  think,  that  thefe  “  epiftles" 
were  unknown,  or  not  efteerned  worthy 
of  particular  notice.  Epiftles  wrote, 
and  ient,  to  a  number  of  fuch  notedchur- 
ches,  by  fo  good  and  great  a  Bifhcp,  up¬ 
on  the  moft  weighty  points,  at  iai'olenm 
a  time  as  that  of  his  dying  for  the  caui'e 
of  Thrift,  muft  have  occafioned  much  talk 
among  Chriftians.  They  would  have  put 
a  diftinguifhing  value  upon  fuch  epiftles  j 
yea,  they  would  have  efteerned  them  the 
moft  celebrated  monuments  of  all  unin- 
fpired  antiquity.  How  unaccountable 
then  is  it,  that  fo  little  notice  fhould  be 
taken  of  them,  for  the  full  fpace  of  two 
hundred  years  after  the  fuppofed  date  of 
their  compoiure  1  And  what  makes  the 
matter  ftill  more  ftrange  is,  that  nothing 
more  frequently  occurs,  than  the  menti¬ 
on  of  other  writings  of  the  lame  age  with 
thefe.  There  is  fcarce  an  author,  about 
the  time  in  which  Ignatius  flourilhed, but 
his  works  are  particularly  named,  or 
quoted.  And  why  Ihouid  Ignatius,  the 
moft  celebrated  of  them  all,  be  ihame- 
fully  treated  with  ftience  and  neglect  ? 
And  this  is  the  more  to  t>e  wppdered  at, 

as 
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as  his  writings  were,  in  fome  cafes, 
the  mod  pertinent  that  coaid  have  been 
inferred  to  1  far  more  fo  than  other  wri¬ 
tings  that  are  particularly  mentioned,  and 
remembered  with  honor. 

But  the  force  of  this  negative  argu¬ 
ment  will  appear  in  a  yet  ftronger  point 
of  light,  if,  by  way  of  fpecimen,  we  par¬ 
ticularly  confider  one  or  two  of  the  an¬ 
cient  writers,  who  take  no  notice  of 
thefe  “  epiftles.”  ■ 

The  firft  fhall  be  Iremeiw.  We  have 
extant  of  his  a  large  volume,  entitled, 
'  the  confutation  of  that  which  is  falfe- 
ly  called  knowledge  j”  the  main  defign 
of  which  is,  to  explain  and  refute  the 
erromous  notions  of  Simon,  Menander, 
Valentinus,  Marcion,  Cerinthus,  Cer- 
aon,  and  as  many  other  heretics  as  had 
appeared  in  his  day,  and  for  an  hundred 
years  before.  In  fuch  a  work  as  this,  of 
10  great  length,  and  futh  variety  of  mat- 
^argument,  it  might  well  be  ex- 
pa^ted,  fome  mention  would  have  been 

t v r  o si  *  a  writer,  and  mar- 

tyi,  as  Ignatius,  who  both  wrote  and  died 

m  this  very  age  •  cfpecially,  if  it  be 

confidered 
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confide  red,  that  his  “  epiftles”  are  peculiarly 
pertinent  to  the  great  defign  of  Irenaeus’s 
argument,  more  lo  by  far  than  any  other 
ancient  writing,  we  know  any  thing  of, 
then  extant  in  the  world.  For  iorne 
(perhaps  the  moft)of  thofe  very  errors  he 
oppofes,  were  both  noted  and  rejected  by 
Ignatius.  I  need  not  be  at  the  pains  to* 
produce  inftances  of  this  for  the  fake  of 
thofe,  who  are  acquainted  with  thefe  wri¬ 
tings  j  and  for  others,  if  they  will  only 
compare  the  “  Ignatian  epiftles  ,  with 
the  firft  of  “  Iremeus’s  five  books”,  they 
may,  with  their  own  eyes,  fee  a  number 
of  them.  What  therefore  more  natural 
than  to  look  for  references  to  "thefe  epif- 
,  ties”  in  the  works  of  Iremeus  ■?  And. 
how  can  it  be  accounted  for,  that  he 
fliould  take  no  notice  of  them,  but  t.rat 
he  knew  of  no  fuch  epiftles  ?  Had  he  con¬ 
fined  himfelf  to  reafon,  or  fcripture,  in 
confutation  of  thefe  heretics,  having  no 
recourfe  to  former  writers,  it  would  be- 
fome  apology  for  his  filen’ce  :  bui,  tar 
from  this,  one  of  his  chief  arguments  is 
taken  from  “  the  fucceftion  _  oi  doctrine 
in  the  Chriftian  clrurch  j”  in  order  to 
confirm  which,  he  recurs  to  the  writ¬ 
ings,  as  well  as  sayings,  of  thofe  who 
*  *  -  were 
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were  older  than  the  heretics  he  was  re¬ 
futing.  He  makes  a  very  particular  and 
honorable  mention  of  Clement,  and  his 
“epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,” and  oppofes 
even  the  whole  of  it  againft  the  herelies 
he  had  under  conlideratiom  *  And  yet, 
not  a  word  is  faid,  either  here,  or  elfe- 
-where,  in  . his  whole  book,  in  commemo¬ 
ration  of  “  Ignatius’s  epiftles  j”  nor  is 
there  one  word  quoted  from  him  to  the 
purpofe  of  the  grand  argument  he  has  in 
profecution. 

*  •  -  ;  ~  :  :  .  ■  :i  i  *  “V  ..  « .  0  . 

The  anPwer  to  this  is.  That,  in  the 
place  where  Irenreus  mentions  “  Cle¬ 
ment,”  he  had,  to  prevent  being  tedious, 
expreflly limited  himfelf  to  “  the  fuccehion 
ofdoft rine  in  the  church  at  Rome,”of  which 
Clement  had  been  Bifhop  and  as,  in  the 
name  of  that  church,  he  had  wrote  an 
<(  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,”  wherein 
the  do<5trine  of  that  church,  and  its  op- 
pofition  to  the  doctrine  of  thefe  heretics, 
might  be  eafdy  difcerned,  there  was  good 
reafon,  why  he  fhould  diftinguifli  Cle¬ 
ment  ;  a  pertinency  in  appealing  to  him, 
while  there  would  have  been  none  in 

appealing 

l  Lib.  iii.  Cap.  mi  ■  ••  v 
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appealing  to  Ignatius.  But,  it  isobferva- 
ble,  in  this  very  place,  where  he  had  con¬ 
fined  his  argument  to  the  church  of  Rome, 
he  takes  occafion  to  commemorate  “  Po¬ 
lycarp’s  epiftle  tothePhilippians.”  *  And 
why  might  he  not,  with  as  much  propri¬ 
ety,  have  taken  fome  notice  of  the  “  epif- 
tles  of  Ignatius  ?”  To  this  alfo  it  is  re¬ 
plied,  Irenseus  introduces  the  mention  he 
makes  of  Polycarp,  by  faying,  he  had 
been  at  Rome,  where  he  cppofed  thefe 
heretics,  and  recovered  many  from  the 
errors  wherewith  they  had  been  infefted  : 
upon  which  account  it  was  to  his  purpofe 
to  name  Polycarp,  while  there  was  norea- 
fo,n,  at  this  time,  to  mention  Ignatius. 
But,  it  deferves  confideration,  over  and 
above  mentioning  Polycarp’s  being  at 
Rome,  and  confuting  the  Heretics  there, 
which  was  the  only  point  direftly  to  his 
argument,  he  takes  occafion  to  celebrate 
his  “  epiftle  to-  the  Philippian s”.  There 
is  little,  or  nothing,  in  this  epiftle  to  the 
defign  he  was  upon,  and  accordingly  he 
makes  noufe-of.it,  or  any-fentence  in 
it,  to  oppofe  the  heretics  :  yet,  this 
primitive  Father  having  an  epiftle  extant, 

he 

*  Lib.  iii,  Cap,  III-*  : 

u..  *  * 
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he  could  not  forbear  making  a  record 
of  it.  And  it  might  have  been  as  pro-* 
per,  and  pertinent,  even  in  this  very  place, 
to  have  done  the  like  by  the-“  epidles  of 
Ignatius.”  For  it  is  particularly  worthy 
oi  notice,  Ignatius  had  been  at  Rome  as 
well  as  Polycarp;  and,  what  is  more,- 
died  there  a  glorious  martyr  in  the  caufe 
of  Chrift  :  Nor  fhould  it  be  forgot,  that 
thefe  epidles,  as  Epifcopalians  tell 
us,  were  collected  by  Polycarp,  at  lead, 

-  lome  of  them,  and  annexed  by  him  to  his 
■'‘own  epidle”  as  part  of  one  and  the  fame 
volume.  Irenaeus,  therefore,  having  men¬ 
tioned  “Polycarp’s  epidle”,  would, it  may 
i eafonably  and  naturally  be  fuppofed,have 
mentioned  the  others  alfo  under  the  fame 
cover,- if  he  had  known  of  them;  and  the 
rather,  becaufe  they  were  the  work  of  fo 
eminent  a  primitive  Father,  and  of  all 
i  re  wimngs,  then  exiant,  the  bed  adapted 

to  confound  the  heretics  he  was  arguing 
againd.  &  & 

‘  ..  .  ‘  1 

But  fliould  if  be  allowed,  that,  in  this 
particular  place,  while  his  argument  was 
under  a  fpecial  limitation,  it  was  more 
proper  to  take  notice  of  the  “  epidles  of 
Cle m en t  andPoly  carp”, than  of  * ‘Ign ati us”  * 

t  q  yea* 


_  '  {*jjr  r  > 

*  -  v.  M  '  *  • 


soH  IGNATIUS. 

yea,  that  there  was  good  reafon  for  men¬ 
tioning  the  former,  and  none  at  all  for 
the  latter  ;  yet,  what  is  this  to  account 
far  the  file  nee  there -every  where  elfe  ap¬ 
pears  concerning  thele  epiftles  ?  Becaufe 
it  was  more  proper  in  one  place  to  men¬ 
tion  Clement  and  Polycarp,  than  Igna¬ 
tius,  will  it  therefore  follow  there  was 
a  propriety  in  making  no  mention  of 
him  at  all  ?  If  this  was  a  proper  place 
to  fp'eak  of  Clement,  arid  Polycarp,  might 
he  not,  in  fome  other  place,  have  done 
the  like  .honor  to  Ignatius  ?  And  his  fi- 
kne-e  with  refpecl  to  this  moft  noted  Fa¬ 
ther,  is  the  more  ft  range,  as  he  has  found 
feme  Suitable  place  to  remember,  not 
only  Clement,  and  Polycarp,  but  Her- 
mas,  Ignatius’s  contemporary,  and  Pa- 
pias,  and  juftin,  not  a  great  way  pofterior 
to  him.  Surely,  no  one,  who  efteems  “Ig¬ 
natius’s  epiftles”  to  be  genuine,  will  fay, 
•that  Irenasns  had  more  reafon,  or  could 
with  greater  propriety,  record  the  wri¬ 
tings  of  thefe  Fathers,  than  thole  of  the 
more  famed  and  memorable  Ignatius. 
Befides  all  which, it  may  be  worth  minding, 
that  nothing ismore  common  withlrenaeus, 
than  to  have  recourfe  to  the  fayings,  both 

ORAL  and  written,  of  thefe  Elders 

•  who 
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who  proceeded  him.  “  As  a  certain  El¬ 
der  fays,”  “  as  was  faid  by  the  Preiby- 
ters,”  “  as  I  heard  from  fuch  a  Senior,'' 
“  a?  was  delivered  by  thofe  who  were 
difciples  of  the  Apoftles,”  are  phrafes 
very  familiar  with  him.  He  often,  in 
this  manner,  introduces  the  words  of-  the 
ancients.  And  yet,  in  fo  many  referen¬ 
ces,  he  never  makes  ufe  of  fo  much  as  a 
Angle  fentence  from  Ignatius,  to  his 
grand  purpofe,  that  of  refining  the  he¬ 
retics  ;  though,  in  moll  of  his  epiftles, 
there  was  that  which  was  well  adapted 
to  fuch  a  defign.  It  certainly  looks,  as 
if  he  knew  nothing  of  “  thefe  epiftles” :  if 
he  had,  he  mu  ft  needs  have  dropped,  at 
lead,  fome  hint  about  them,  fomewhere 
or  other,  in  fo  large  a  work. 

I  shall  next  mention  Clement  of 
Alexandria  ;  a  perfon  of  vaft  learning, 
fecond  to  none  in  the  age  in  which  he 
lived,  for  his  acquaintance  with  all  forts 
of  writers.  Thofe  works  of  his  that  are 
flill  in  being  are crouded  with  an  immenfe 
variety  of  quotations  from  philofophers, 
poets,  hiftorians,  and  all  kinds  of  wri¬ 
ters,  whether  Pagan  or  Chriftian.  He 
particularly  mentions  the  “  epiftle  of 

Barnabas,’' 


Barnabas,”  the  <s  epiflle  of  Clement  of 
Rome,”  the  “  pallor  of  Hernias,”  all 
writers  in  the  age  in  which  Ignatius  liv¬ 
ed.  And  if  the  **  Ignatian  epifUes”  had 
been  extant  in  his  day,  one  of  his  pro-? 
.digious  learning  mult  have  had  know¬ 
ledge  of  it  j  and  if  he  had,  it  is  fcarce 
credible  he  fhould  have  palled  them  over 
in  filence,  He  often  takes  occahon  to 
fpeak  of  the  heretics  that  corrupted  the 
Chrifltian  faith  j  and  there  being  fo  much 
in  Ignatius  upon  this  head,  it  is  really 
flrange,  he  fhould  never  once  comme¬ 
morate  fo  famous  a  writer,  and  martyr. 
It  is  quite  natural  to  think,  he  had  ne¬ 
ver  feen,  or  heard  of  ‘‘  epiifles”  under 
the  name  of  Ignatius. 

And  the  fame  may  be  faid  of  Tertul- 
lian,and  other  writers,  *  between  the  days 

of 

*  It  may  not  be  unworthy  of  notice,  that,  among-  the  nu¬ 
merous  writings  of  the  Fathers,  which  are  now  loft,  but 
were  extant  in  the  days  of  Eufebius,  and  red  by  him,  he 
Jias  named  no  one  that  fpeaks  of  Ignatius  as  having  wrote 
‘“epiftles”  :  from  whence  it  may  be  fairly  concluded,  that 
they  made  no  mention  of  epiftles  of  his,  any  more  than 
tnofe  which  have  beer)  handed  down  tp  us.  For  nothing 
more  common  with  Eufebius,  than  to  cite  palfages  from 
|he  writings  that  are  now  loft,  and  paffages  too  which 
mention  the  names  cf  writers  con- temporary  with  Ignatius, 
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of  Ignatius  and  Enfebius,  who  take  no 
notice  of  “  thefe  epiftles”  ;  as  might  be 
particularly  illuftrated  with  reference  to 
them,  but  that  enough  has  been  alrea¬ 
dy  laid  to  let  the  reader  fee,  that  this  ne¬ 
gative^  evidence  is  fo  circumftanced  as  to 
give  juft  occafion  to  fufpect,  whether 
Ignatius  ever  wrote  the  “  epiftles”  that 
are  afcribed  to  him.  IT 


and  pofterior  to  him.  It  is  therefore  to  the  higheft 
degree  probable,  if  Eufebius  had  met  with  any  writers 
cet  ;re  his  own  day,  who  had  mentioned  epiftles  of  Ig¬ 
natius,  that  he  would  have  given  us,  at  leaft,  fome  inti.' 
mation  of  it.  It  is  obfervable,  he  has  preferved  a  frag¬ 
ment  of  an  anonymous  author,  [fome  think  Maximul 
tor  reafons  it  would  be  needlefs  to  inl'ert  here]  in  which 

held  "That*”  C°"f!J(!at,on  of,the  herefy  Artemon,  who 
^  eld  that  Chnft  was  only  a  meer  man,”  that  it  was 

bv  ti  e  h  ^  0pP°/ed,by  the  hol7  fcriptures,  and  next 
by  the  books  or  fundry  men  long  before  the  time  of 

n*2  MrfT *  JU^‘n’  MiItiades«  Tat«n.  Clement,  Ire- 

xvi  i’  Mn‘  t-nd  -mf 7  °therS;”  H‘  E-  bib.  v.  Cap. 
eniflV  ^?.no!Ice.  here  taken  of  Ignatius,  in  whole' 

ed  for  ’  thkh  “r*0 f6 f lltlons  °.f  them  *at  are  contend¬ 
er  .1  ’  herefy  of  Artemon  is  as  directly  and  fuilv 

condemned,  as  by  any  of  the  writers  who fe  names 

are  particularly  mentioned.  Surely,  if  this  author  had 

known  ot  thefe  epiftles,  he  would  not  have  omitted  to 

refer  to  them  when  it  would  have  been  fo  peniS  to 

*d  3tobe  Tit  16  7 aS  llP°n‘  And  h  muft  be  acknowiedg- 

ushad  hee  g  •er^3CCOUntable>  if  epiftles  of  Ignat i- 
no  v  1ft  Lff nl10ned"  °r  ,<lU0ted>  ila  any  of  Ae  wd t  ngs 

^  r  Ano,ME“ff  “■  *"?  4 

.  /  ,nim>  tildt  he  mould  pafs  over  fo  im~ 
in  taking  notice  of  it.  P  *  have  been  parUadar 
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It  will  be  but  fair,  before  I  proceed, 
to  take  notice  of  the  fuppofed  evidence 
there  is,  within  the  three  firft  centuries, 
that  Ignatius  wrote  thefe  “  epiftles." 
And  this  I  fhall  do,  by  impartially  lay¬ 
ing  before  the  reader  the  whole  ot  it,  in 
the  very  words  of  the  original  authors, 
without  concealing  anyone  circumftance, 
within  my  knowledge,  that  will  add 
weight  to  it  ;  and,  at  the  fame  time,  I 
{hall  offer,  under  each  teftimony,  what 
may  be  faid  to  weaken  the  ftrength  of  the 
argument  herefrom  deduced. 

Polycarp  is  the  firft  witnefs  brought 
to  teftify,  that  Ignatius  wrote  the  “  epif¬ 
tles”  that  are  fuppofed  to  be  his.  .  The 
teftimony  to  this  purpofe  we  have  in  the 
Polycarpian  “  epiftle  to  the  Philippians.” 
The  13th  and  14th  fe&ions,  in  which  it 
is  contained,  run  thus. 


Both  you,  and 
Ignatius,  wrote  to 
me,  that,  fhould  any 
one  go  into  Syria, 
he  might  carry  your 
letters,  if  either  I, 
or  the  meflenger  I 

fhould 


Scr ipsistis  mi- 
hi,  et  vos,  et  Igna¬ 
tius,  ut  ft  quis  va- 
dit  ad  Syriam,  de- 
ferat  literas  meas 
quas  fecero  ad  vos, 
ft  habuerimus  tem- 
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fhould  fend  for  you, 
fhould  have  a  fa¬ 
vorable  opportuni¬ 
ty.  The  epiftles  of 
Ignatius,  which  be 
lent  to  us,  and  as 

MANY  OTHER  AS 
WE  HAD  BY  US,  we 

have  fent  to  you, 
-according  to  your 
defire  :  which  are 
added  to  this  epif- 
tle,  by  which  you 
may  be  greatly  pro¬ 
fited.  .  For  they 
treat  of  faith,  pa¬ 
tience,  and  what¬ 
ever  pertains  to  edi¬ 
fication  in  the  Lord. 
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And  fignify  to 


«-  * 

pus  opportunum, 

five  ego,  feu  lega- 
tus  quem  mifero 
.oro  vo bis.  Epifto- 
as  fanelgnatii,  quae 
tranfmiffae  funt  vo- 
bis  [fortafle  nobis 
ab  eo,  et  alias 

qtjantascumque, 

apud  nos  habui- 
mus,  tranfmifiimus 
vobis,  fecundum 
quod  mandaftis  : 
qup  funt  fubjectae 
huic  epiftolae  ;  ex 
quibus  magnus  vo¬ 
bis  erit  profe&us. 
Continent  enini  fi— 
dem,  patientiam,  et 
omnem  edificatio- 
nem  ad  Dominum 
noftrum  pertinen- 
tem. 


file  what 


ye  cer¬ 
tainly 


Et  de  ipfo  Igna- 
tio,  et  de  his  qui 

*  .  ,  -  -  cum 

.  Arch-Bifhop  Ufter’s  note  here  U  u,  r 
Citant  Eufebius,  Nicenlionis  ,-t  r  ’  ItaJ°cum  hunc 

Arch-Biihop  Wake,  vve^ead 
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tainly  know  about  cum  eo  font,  quod 
Ignatius-,  and  tbofe  certius  agnovcKitis 
that  are  with  him.  fignificate-. 

It  is  thought  a  ftrong  confirmation 
of  this  teftimony  from  Polycarp,  that 
Eufebius,  when  fpcaking  of  the  “  Igna- 
tian  epiftles,”  as  commemorated  by  him, 
quotes  from  him  this  pafTage  in  the  ori¬ 
ginal  Greek,  which  exhibits  the  very  idea 
that  is  conveyed  by  the  above  ancient 

veriion. 

a  '  2*  '  ‘  v 

Upon  this  “  Polycarpian  teftimony”  rt 
may  be  obferved,  that  the  whole_  para¬ 
graph,-  from  whence  it  is  taken, .  is  iuf- 
pe£ted  to  have  been  an  attei  addition,  de¬ 
signed  to. give  credit  to  the  “  Ignatiatv 
epiftles”.  And  two  things  are  offered  in 
fop  port  of  fuch  a-  fufpicion. 

The  firft  is,  its  apparent  abrupt- 
nefs,  and  want  of  relation  to  the  fore¬ 
going  dilcourfe.  There  is  no  connection 
Between  this,  and  what'  went  before  : 
nor  had  Pblycarp  dropped  any  hint,  tnat 
would  lead  one  to  expert  this  nonce  ot 
«  Ignatius  epiftles”  :  and  what  is  laid, 

with  reference  to  them,  is  fo  infected,,  as 

tO’ 
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to  its  manner,  that  1Y0  one,  when  he  had 
read  the  foregoing-  words,  could  begin 
upon  tbefe  without  naturally  making  a 
paufe,  as  meeting  with  what  he  had  no' 
reaforr  given  him  to. look  for.  Some, 
of  great  intimacy  with  the  ancient  wri¬ 
tings,  have,  from*  this  conftderation  on¬ 
ly,  been  inclined  to  fufpefty  that  the  paf- 
fage  Was  unfairly  crouded  into  the  epif- 
tle.r— B"ut  I  only  mention1  this  as  a  cir- 
cumftance,  that  may  give  weight  to  what 
thay  be  further  offered  of  greater  ini- 
Sortance.  “ 

The  other  gtoiind  of  fufpicion  there - 
f°re  apparent  inconfiffency,  or 

contradiction',  between  what  is  affirmed 
in  one  of  thefe  pahages,  and  another  in 
the  body  of  the  epiftle.  The  ninth  feci 
tion  contains  thefe  words,  “  Wherefore: 
f  exhoi  t  all  of  you  to  obey  the  word  of 
Hghteoufnefs,  and  exercife  all  patience, 
which  ye  have  feen  fe.t  before  your  eyes* 
not  only  in  the  bleffed  Ignatius,  and 
Zozinvus,  and  Rufus,  but  in  others  among 
yourfelves,  and  in  Paul  htmfelf,  and  the 
reft  of  the  Apoftles  r  being  *  confident' 

15  f 

r  1  ltV 

*  ConSdam-.pia  Moines  no.  in  vacuum,confcurteruBV 

t  e  et  J"  >  tl  ad  debituni  libi  locum  a  iOO'- 

■  «iuio,  cm  et  compaffi  funt,  abietunt. 


SI 6  I  G  N  A  T  I  U  S. 


in  this,  that  all  thefe  have  not  run  m 
vain,  but  in  faith  anil  rigbteoufnefs  ;  and 

ARE  GONE  TO  THE  PEASE  DUE  TO 
THEM  FROM  THE  LoRD,  for  whotU- 
they  a  Mb  fuiered”.— Ignatius  is  fo  evi¬ 
dently  here  fpoken  of,  as  having  fi- 
nifbed  his  bufferings,  and  gone  to  the 
Jbord,  that  there  can  be  no  reafonable 
room  for  doubt  in  the  cafe.  These  all 
[hi  omnesJ  that  is,  Ignatius,  Zo- 
zinius,  Rufus,  and  others,  have  not 
run  in  vain,  but  are  gone  to  the 

PLACE  DUE  TO-  THEM  FROM  THE  LORD. 

No  one  that  reads  thefe  words  can  be  at 
a  lobs  to  determine,  that  Ignatius,  in  the 
thoughts  of  Polycarp,  was  really  dead, 
and  aftually  gone  to  the  place  of  future 
rewards.  And  yet,  this  very  Ignatius  is 
here  dire6Uy  fuppofed  to  be  alive,  and 
not  come  to  his  laft  bufferings.  "  Sig¬ 
nify  to  me  what  ye  know  about  Igna¬ 
tius,  and  those  that  are  with 
him.”  Is  not  this  a  manner  of  (peak¬ 
ing  altogether  abfurd,  untebs  it  had  been 
prefumed,  that  Ignatius  was  yet  alive  l 
The  mod  plain  bonification  of  the  words 
is,  that  this  was  the  real  truth.  Can  it 
now  be.  imagined,  that  Polycarp,  after 
he  had  Ipoken  of  Ignatius  as  actually 

tlead. 


;i 
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^lead,  and  recommended  his  lurrermgs 
and  death  as  an  example  to  others, 
Ihould,  in  the  fame  fhort  epiftle,  fpeak  of 
h\m  as  alive,  and  define  to  know  about 
itim  ;  and  this,  from  the  very  perfons  to 
whom  he  had  recommended  his  death  as 
an  example  ?  This  would  be  very  ftrange; 
and  it  would  be  difhonorary  to  fo  famous 
a  Father  to  fuppofe,  he  fliould  be  thus 
inconfiflent  with  hirafelf  :  but  it  is  no 
uncommon  thing  for  knavifh  perfons  to 
do  that,  which,  through  want  of  cauti¬ 
on,  ferves  to  difcover  their  fraud. 

But  we  fhall  be  able  to  perceive  more 
ndly  the  force  of  what  has  been  offer¬ 
ed,  if  we  attend  a  while  to  what  has  been 
laid  to  weaken  its  ftrength. 

It  Is  Pleaded,  Poly  carp  does  not,  in 
the  objeaed  words,  infinuate  that  Igna- 
tius  was  now  alive,  as  is  pretended,  in  con¬ 
tradiction  to  what  he  had  faid  of  him  as 
fad>  m  fea.  ix.  But,  the  Philippians, 
being  likely  to  know  confiderable  about 
gnatius,  both  while  hs  was  alive,  and 
while  he  was  fuffering  martyrdoi,  he 

naZTf  33  k  W3S  pV*  «»d 

atjra  for  t0  lllm  t0  do,  to  communicate 

_ -  Z. _ 


a 


X  'll 


■■  * 


to 
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to  him  what  they  knew,  both  about  fum* 
and  thofe  that  were  his  companions. 
This  doth  not  feem  fatisfabfory.  The 
.queftion  is  not,  what  the  Philippian? 
might  know  about  Ignatius,  nor  whether 
It  was  proper  for  Polycarp  to  defire  them 
to  tell  him  what  they  knew  about  him  ? 
but  whether  the  manner  of  writing,  here 
yifed,  is  not  fuch  as  evidently  luppofes 
Ignatius  had  not  yet  come  to  his  lad  fuf- 
ferings,  contrary  to  what  he  had  before 
expreflly  declared  f  The  word?,  hgni- 
fy  to  me  what  ye  certainly  know  about 
Ignatius,  and  thofe  that  are  with 
■him,”  obvioufly  fuppofe  the  perfon  wrote 
about  to  be  alive.  And  it  is  obfeivalle, 
be  is  reprefented  as  having  his  companion? 
about  him.  “  Ignatius,  and  thole  that 
are  with  him  •"  are,  in  the  prefent  tenle. 
And  if  Polycarp  had  not  known  that  he 
was  dead,  the  mode  of  dial  ton  is  eaiy  and 
natural  ;  but  uncouth,  I  may  fay  unin¬ 
telligible,  if  compared  with  the  firm  per- 
jfuafion  he  had  before  expreffed,  that  he 
bad  finifhed  his  courfe,  and  obtained  the 

crown  of  martyrdom. 

1  |  ■'  '  ■ 

■  jl*.-  Ij l  t  wtlw  iv  *>*4 1  -v  *4  ’**  ’  ■  4  v  v; 

Others  endeavor  to  remove  the 

difficulty  another  way.  They  argue, 
»  •-<  ;•  ■  poly carps 
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Polycarp,  when  he  wrote  this  epiftle,  con¬ 
cluded  in  his  own  mind,  that  Ignatius, 
by  this  time,had  gone  through  his  buffer¬ 
ings  }  for  which  reafon,  he  pertinently 
writes  as  in  feci,  ix  :  yet,  having  receiv¬ 
ed  no  certain  account  of  his  death,  and 
not  being  fully  fatisfied,  whether  he  had 
li  1 1 G '  ^ , .  or  not ;  or,  if  he  had,  how  he 
had  been  treated  by  his  perfecutors,  and 
how  he  had  behaved  in  his  laft  encoun¬ 
ter  with  the  hearts,  defires  the  Philippi¬ 
cs,  who  were  much  nearer  toRome  than 
he  was,  and  might  therefore  very  proba¬ 
bly  have  heard  much  later  from  thence 
then  he  had,  to  fend  him  an  account  of 
.what  they  knew  relative  to  thefe  matters. 
And  in  all  this,  what,  they  fay,  is  there, 
not  thatlookslikea  contradiction,  butthat 


is  not  very  natural,  and  particularly  mort 
becoming  the  love  and  friendfhip  of  the 
blefled  Polycarp  towards  him,  concerning 
whom  he  fo  diligently  enquired  ?  It  is 
obvious,  .at  firrt  fight,  that  this  plea  diT 
rectly  contradicts  the  foregoing  one  ; 
and  yet,  it  is  as  far  from  unfolding  the 
difficulty.  For,  from  the  whole  ftrain 
of  feet,  ix,  it  appears  with  a  meridian 
luftre,  that  Polycarp  was  fully  perfuaded 
Ignatius  was  dead,  and  gone  to  reap 

the 
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the  fruit  of  his  fidelity  to  his  Lord.  He 
was  in  no  doubt  as  to  the  truth  of  this 
fa£f,  nor  needed  any  information  about 
it.  He  fpeaks  of  it  as  a  matter  that  was 
well  known  both  to  himfelf,  and  to  the 
Philippians :  nor  can  words  more  clearly 
and  flrongly  fignify  this,  than  thofe  he 
has  ufed  to  the  purpofe.  “  These  all,” 
therefore  Ignatius  among  the  reft,  and 
as  truly  as  Paul,  and  the  other  Apoftles, 
“  have  not  run  in  vain,  but  are  with  the 
Lord  in  the  place  due  to  them.”  And  yet, 
according  to  the  plea  here  made,  it  is 
fuppofed  that  Polycarp,  in  the  objetted 
words,  fpeaks  of  it  as  a  matter  of  uncer¬ 
tainty,  whether  Ignatius  had  come  to  his 
encounter  with  the  beafts  ;  which  is  no 
way  reconcileable  with  the  clear  perfua- 
fion  of  his  being  dead,  he  had  before  ex- 
prefied  in  fe£L  ix. 

It  is  further  faid,  in  favor  of  the  ge- 
nuinenefs  of  this  paffage,  that  no  one 
who  defigned  to  ferve  a  turn  by  corrupt- 
in0'  this  epiftle  would  have  been,  either 
fo°negligent  as  not  carefully  to  read  it 
over,  or  having  done  this,  would  have 
been  fo  foolilh  as  to  have  fubjoined  a 
requeft  to  the  Philippians  in  dirndl 

contradiction 
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contradiction  to  what  the  true  Pol  yearn  had 
told  them  before ;  and  which,  by  con  fe¬ 
rence,  mud  difcover  the  fraud,  and 
fruftrate  the  defign  in  view.  This,  it  is 

P®  *  may  feem  an  argument  of  weight 
to  thofe  unacquainted  with  antiquity  ; 

but  it  will  not  appear  in  the  fame  light 
to  fueh  as  are  verfed  in  this  kind  of  ftu- 
dy  as  they  have  often  met  with  like  in- 
ftances  of  roily  Whether  the  perfons 
gudty  of  fueh  fraudulent  dealing  were 

l  Wtak;.°J  whether  ^ey  ima¬ 
gined  thofe  they  oefigned  to  impofe  up- 

on  were  of  this  ehara&er ;  or  whether 

leftmV^v!1  3nd  cPnnin^»  they  were 
„!r  tProvi  ence  (as  »  often  the  cafe  at 

to  4o  \Z  Trd  u  311  Wnds  of  cheats) 

to  do  that,  through  careleffnefs  and  in- 

fraud“l  VS'Ch  ftrves  t0  difcover  their 
fraud,  I  mail  not  pretend  to  fay  ..  but  it 

ts  a  fact  notoriouily  known,  that  whole 

pieces,  as  well  as  interpolate"™*! 

tences  were,  in  thofe  days,  obtruded 

fuppofed  :°rU’  f“,las  ridic“lo“  «  this 

iuppofed  oorruppon  can  bc  r  fcnted 

to  be.  Signal  mftances  of  this  nature 

are  to  be  met  with  in  the  „™S0™ 

KMliy  allowedto  have  been  fraudulently 
•  '  ./■  dealt 
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IV  dealt  with,  even  by  thofe  who  have- 
not  an  opinion  of  them  as  fpurious. 
The  interpolations,  and  additions,  made: 
in  thefe  writings,  do  fo  groffly  break  iiv 
npon  the  order  of  time,  the  declared  mind 
of  the  Apoftles  in  the  mfpired  books,  and 
are  fo  often  chargeable  with'  contradict¬ 
ing  other  parts  of  the  lame  writings,' 
that  one  could  fcarce  believe  it  poflible 
a  perfon  of  common  fenfe  fhould  be 
guilty  of  fuch  ridiculous  weaknefs,  but 
that  there  is  no  arguing  againft  ftubbom' 
fa£t  The  reader  that  is  inclined  to  lee 

this  fuppofed  addition  to-‘l  Polycarp’s  epif- 

tle”  fully  matched  for  the  weaknefs,  and 
folly,  it  is  faid  to  contain,  may  meet  with 
it  done  to  his  mind,  in  what  has  been 

offered,  under  the  head  of  “  Clements' 

writings,”  in  the  preceedmg  pages  lo 
the  like  pu-rpofe  he  may  confult  Dr. 
Smallbroke’s  “  Clementine  conftitutions 
confuted,  in  anfwer  to  Mr.  Wlnfton. 


But  if  we  drop  the  fuppofition  of  art 
«  intapolation,”  ‘  and  even  allow  this 
“  Polycarpian  teftimony,”  to  be  unfuff 
neftedly  genuine,  it  will  not,  at  once,  as 
too  many  have  imagined,  decide  tn- 
tontroverfy  relative-  to  the  “  .. 
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epiftles.”  For  it  does  not  prove  what  it  is 
brought  for;  but  leaves  the  greateft  part 
of  “  thcie  epiftles”  deftitute  of  all  real 
evidence  in  their  fupport.  At  molt,  two 
only  of  thefe  epiftles  are  certainly  taken 
notice  of.  No  more  are  couched  under 
thole  words  of  Polycarp,  “  the  epiftles 
ot  Ignatius  which  he  fent  to  us  nor 
do  the  greateft  patrons  of  “  Ignatius’s 
writings”  pretend,  that  any  other  are  here 
referred  to,  than  his  “epiftle  totheSmyr- 
naeans,”  and  a  particular  one  to  “  Poly- 
carp  himfelf.”  And  as  to  the  words  that 
immediately  follow,  “  and  as  many  other 
epiftles  as  we  had  by  us  though  they 
are  interpreted,  by  episcopal  writers,  to 
mean  the  other  epiftles  of  Ignati¬ 
us,  there  is  not  the  leaft  need,  unlefs  to 
feive  a  turn  to  look  upon  them  as  re- 

,oa"y  of  the  *•  Ignatian 
epiltles.  They  are  generally  wrote 

r  hmitation  to  Ignatius 

Atch-fhfhop  Wake  indeed  has  been  plea! 

ed,  no  Ids  than  three  times  *  to  infert 

Invnof  S0KHI1,With0UtgivinSthe  reader 

D  Jtfnr  ^  they  WSre  W°rds  ot  his  OWn 

putting  in  J  by  means  whereof  the  meer 

G  S  Englifli 

*  Apoft.  Fathers,  p.  -  .•  „  . 

the  epiftle,  r,  co  " l>  an<^  la  tranilation  of 
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Englifli  reader,  and  all  who  have  feen  on¬ 
ly  his  tranflation,  are  unavoidably  led  to 
imagine,  that  the  words,  in  “  Polycarp's 
e.piftle,”  are  abfolutely  confined  to  Igna¬ 
tius  j  when,  in  truth,  they  are  generally 
exprelFed,  having  nothing  to  anlwer  the 
Arch-Bilhop’s  limiting  words  of  his.  In 
the  “  old  verfion”  of  Polycarp,  the  words 
run  thus,  “  Epiflolas  lane  Ignatii,  quae 
tranfmifiae  funt  vobis  [pro  nobis]  ab  eo, 
e.t  alias  Qu antascum qu e  apud  nos 
habuimus,  tranfmifiimus  vobis,  fecund um 
quod  mandaftis.”  The  original  Greek, 
as  quoted  by  Isufebiu.s,  perfectly  agrees 
herewith.  Wbpt  is.  ti anilated  in  the  old 

C.Opy,  “  ET  ALIAS  QUANTASCUMQUE,” 

is  in  the  Greek,  kai  alias  osas.  It  is 
acknowledged,  in  the  firfl  part  of  this 
paffage,  “  Epiftles  of  Ignatius”  are  di¬ 
rectly  mentioned  ;  that  is,  the  Epifcopa- 
lians  themfelves  being  judges,  *  two  of 
the  epiltles  .faid  to  be  his,  “  one  to  Poly¬ 
carp  j”  the  “  other  to  the  church  of  Smyr¬ 
na  but,  in  the  latter  part  of  it,  the 

words 

*  “  Epiftolas  fane  Ignatii,”  Arch-Biihop  Wake  tranflates 
the  epiftles  of  Ignatius  and  in  the  margin  has 
thefe  words,  “  that  is,  to  himfelf,  and  to  the  church  of 
Smyrna”.  Cotelerius’s  note  upon  the  fame  words  is  this^ 
<<  defignantur  duae  Ignatii  epiftohe  :  una  ad  Polycar- 
puiu  3  altera  ad  Poly  carpi  feu  Smyrnemfem  ecdeliaau 


Mi 
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words  are  general,  and  Co  far  from 
■nghnnred  to  Ignatius,  that  they  may' 

S  t«sP»"y’  bC  intei'P'«ed  of  S 

It:  °L?Z  *r/  ^ 

ons  that  fairly  lead  °™e  con,:<lerati- 

conftruffion  of  the  wordf  aFogren?ral 

plain,  thefe  epiflles  were  fent  bv  P^i  *S 
oarp  and  his  church  to  the  i  i0,y' 

Philippi,  at  their  defire  which  haflt ** 
Signified  to  them  “  w.  i  “  ,  °een 

epiflles  as  you  defired.^  And!  if 
«fy  and  natural  to  conceive  of  JL*  ?“!' 

‘!’f>  uP°n  the  defire  of,he  Pi  il?rPend' 
'>•=  “  epiflles"  Ignatius  La  pp,ans’ 

them  But  hoi  fltould  thevio°'e 
«is  other  epifties  eJ  come  by 

to  the  ..  Magnelians  "  ,Wh'ch  he  wro'o 
delnhianc »  ;  U  ns>  to  the  “  Phih 

•I  Rom ’L,”  and'J  'fPh'rms’“  '°£ 
And  why  Ihould  the  'if  Tra,i|ans  *?” 

p™d  to  Lm  S  thefe^enifl,aC  f“ippi 
natius  had  reallvur^!  .  P,ftIes  ?  Iflg- 

and  the  Philippi  h  fd  ^  churches» 

spiflles  to  them  ?  h  d  fJmind  to  fee  his 

tttral  for  themTo  hav??  toc  been  ”a- 

fltes  for  a  copy  of  the*  e°r 10  tboPe  chur- 

“PV  of  their  refpeaive  letters; 

and 


and  in  every  refpecf  as  natural  as  was 
their  fending  to  Polycarp,  and  his  church, 
for  the  letters  he  wrote  to  them.  It  there¬ 
fore  looks  as  if  the  “  epiftles”,  here  fpoken 
of,  as  fent  to  the  Phvlippians,  were  thofe 
“  epiftles  of  Ignatius”  which  he  had  wrote 
.'to  Polycarp,  and  the  Smyrnseans ;  and 
a  fuch  other  epiftles”,  of  other  famous 
perfons,  as  they  had  by  them,  that  might 
he  of  more  fpecial  value.  There  is  no¬ 
thing  in  this  conftru&ion  of  the  words 
that  appears  drained,  or  unnatural  ;  nor 
is  there  the  lead  need  of  any  other  inter¬ 
pretation.  And  fhould  this  prove  to  be 
the  true  conftrucfion,  only  two  of  the 
«  SEVEN  Ignatian  epiftles”  are  here  men¬ 
tioned.  The  remaining  five  mud  be 
taken  care  of  by  others.  Yea,  fhould  we 
•4II0W  of  the  Epifcopalian  interpretation, 
the  matter  would  not  be  a  great  deal 
mended.  In  this  cafe,  it  is  true,  it  might 
be  argued,  that  Ignatius  wrote  more  than 
twro  epiftles  ;  but  what  othei  epiftles, 
to  whom,  or  how  many,  would,  after 
all,  remain' an  utter  uncertainty.  The 
words  fpecify  nothing.  “  And  as  many 
other  epiftles  as  we  had  by  us  — No¬ 
thing  is  here  faid  by  which  it  can  be 
•  0  determined. 
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determined,  how  many  epiftles  were  in¬ 
tended,  nor  whether  any  of  the  prefent 
colle&ion  were  of  their  number. 

O  ' 4  '}  *?  '  •  ■  .  • 

But,  if  we  fhould  fuppofe  all  that  is 
pleaded  for  this  teftimony,  from  Poly¬ 
carp,  to  be  really  true,  the  controverfy 
about  thefe  «  epiftles,”  in  point  ofde- 
•  pendence  on  them,  as  containing  the 
fenfe  of  Ignatius,  will  remain  ftill  un¬ 
determined.  For  if  it  be  allowed,  that 
Polycarp  fent  a  colle&ion  of  “  feven  Ig- 
natian  epiftles”  to  the  church  at  Philip¬ 
pi  j  it  will  not  follow  from  hence,  that 
the  prefent  collection  of  the  like  number 
of  epiftles,  under  the  name  of  Igna- 
natius,  is  the  fame  incorrupt,  unadulte¬ 
rated  collection  with  that  of  Polycarp’s. 
It  is  granted,  it  was  not  the  fame  before  the 
days  of  Ufher,  and  Voflius.  And,  fince 
the  appearance  of  thofe  learned  antiqua¬ 
ries,  the  cafe  may  poflibly  be  the  fame  ; 
and  it  mull  evidently  be  fo,  if  the  colleCti- 
on  of  thefe  “  epiltles,”  in  their  fuppofed 
beft  edition,  contain  fuch  things  as  argue 
a  date  pofterior  to  the  age  in  which  Igna¬ 
tius  lived,and  that  arealtogether unworthy 
of  that  primitive  Father,  and  martyr  : 

and 
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and  that  they  contain  fuch  things  as 
thefe,  we  (hall  have  occafion,  in  its  pro¬ 
per  place,  particularly  to  evince. 

In  the  mean  time,  Jet 'urs  go  on  to  Ire-' 
naeus,  the  next  writer,  within  the  fecond 
century,  cited  in  favor  of  the  “  epiftles 
of  Ignatius”,  His  words  are  thefe,  “  as 
one  from  among  us  said,  being  adjudg¬ 
ed  to  the  beads  that  he  might  be  a  mar¬ 
tyr  for  God  ;  /  am  the  corn  of  Chri/l,  and 
am  ground  with  the  teeth  of  beafs,  that  I 
may  be  founit  the  pure  bread  of  God”.  * 
Thefe  words  are  found  in  the  epiftle  to 
the  Romans,  under  the  name  of  Igna¬ 
tius,  fe6t.  iv,  And  it  is  thought  a 
weighty  circumftance  attending  this  tes¬ 
timony,  that  Eufebius  has  quoted  it,  and 
after  this  manner  ;  “  and  Irenaeus  knew 
of  his  [Ignatius’s]  martyrdom,  and  makes 
mention  of  his  epiftles  in  thefe  words, 
“  as  one  among  us  said,  [eipe]  being  ad¬ 
judged  to  the  beads  for  the  teftimony  of 
:  ■  •  "  ■  God, 

‘•  -v  +  .'■  %  '■  f  •*  *  '*  ■  r  »  •«  *  i 

*  ‘  ^  ^  A  .  y  .  w  ,  _  p'  t  >  ■  i>  .  »  .  t  J 

*  Qs'emadmodum  quidam  de  noftris  dixit,  prompter 
l^iartyrmm  in  Deiim  adjiidicatus  ad  belt  1  as  ;  “quoniara 
fruitienrnm  fum  Ch'rifti,  et  per  dentes  beftrarum  mo  for, 
ut  niundus  panis  Dei  inveniar.”  Adverf*  Heret*  Lib. 
v*  Cap,  xxviii. 
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God,  I  am  the  wheat  of  God,  and  am  ground 

with  the  teeth  of  beajis,  that  I  may  be  found 
fure  bread."  f 

In  anfwer  to  this  teftimony  of  Irenaeus, 
it  is  allowed,  that  Ignatius  is  the  perl'on 
here  referred  to,  and  that  the  cited  words 

l  ,be  fJen  m  one  of  the  extant  epif- 
ties  under  his  name.  * 

anneal  fnffi  P0tfltb^ndinS>  it  does  not 

ih  r  /ffi  ft  levi(lenr’  that  Census 

either  knew  of  this  “  epiftle,”  or  took 
this  fen  fence  out  of  it.  It  is  certain,  he 
makes. no  mention  of  the  “  epiftle,”  nei- 

cribed°?h!re  anyw,her5  %>  that  he  tranf- 
ibed  thefe  words  from  it.  And  it  is 

“j  ,he  words  arc  not  introduced, 

am°ng  US  WROTE  but 

as  one  from  among  us  said.”  a  great 

,°h  TSrh3S  be“  lak»  <o  Prove, 
that  the  phrafe,  “  as  was  faid,”  is  not  on- " 

IrenPin?eK-bUr i?eqUe-ntly  ufed>  even  hY 
from  t  hlmfelf>.  t0  introduce  citations 
from  known  written  books.  And  no 

one  ever  questioned  its  being  a  phrafe! 

both 

1 ***. 
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both  proper,  and  commonly  ufed,  by  all 
kinds  of  authors,  by  which  to  bring  in 
the  written  words  of  others.  But  the 
queftion  is,  whether  it  is  not  as  proper  a 
mode  of  fpeech,  and  as  commonly  ufed, 
to  introduce  the  vocal  as  the  written  fay- 
ings  of  others  ?  And  fince  the  point  in 
debate  is,  whether  Ignatius  wrote  thefe 
epiftles,  how  can  it  be  thought  a  fatis- 
fadfory  proof,  that  he  did,  to  bring  a 
quotation  'from  Irenaeus,  introduced  af¬ 
ter  that  manner,  M  as  one  of  us  said  ?” 
which  phrafe,  to  fay  the  leaft,  is  as  well 
capable  of  being  interpreted  to  refer  to  a 
vocal,  as  a  written,  faying  ?  It  is 
replied  to  this,  the  words  here  quoted 
are  found  in  one  of  the  written  “  epiftles" 
afcribed  to  Ignatius,  which  is  a  circum- 
ftance  that  ought,  in  all  reafon,  to  de¬ 
termine  the  matter,  that  Irenaeus  took 
them  from  this  “  epiftle.”  I  anfwer, 
the  total  filence  of  Irenaeus' about  any 
epiftles  of  Ignatius,  when  he  had  the 
faireft,  the  moft  frequent,  and  moft 
urgent  occaftons,  to  have  mentioned 
them,  is  a  circumftance  full  as  ftrong 
to  induce  a  belief,  that  he  knew  nothing 
of  them.  But  this  is  not  all. ,  Nothing 
more  common,  'with  Irenaeus,  than  to 

!  -  •  -  -  •  ■  have 
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have  recourfe  to  the  vocal  fayings  of 


thofe  that  were  ancienter  than  himfelf  » 
anci  a  great  number  of  them  are  intro¬ 
duced,  m  the  very  fame  manner  with  thefe 
v/ords  of  Ignatius,  “  asfuch  anonefaid” 
And  as  Irenaeus  was  acquainted  with  Po- 
Jycaip,  Ignatius’s  contemporary,  and  a 

valt  number  of  other  ancients;  why  might 

he  not  have  received  this  faying  from 
them,  as  what  had  been  uttered  by  Igna¬ 
tius,  in  the  day  of  his  martyrdom  ?  nor 
Js  this  meer  conjefture  only.  For  thefe 
very  words  are  mentioned  by  Jerom,  as 


delivered  by  Ignatius  in  his  laft  fuffer- 
mgs  His  words  are  thefe :  *  «  Now, when 


he  had  been  condemned  to  the  beads* 
and  in  the  heat  of  his  differing  had  heard 


the  roaring  of  the  lions,  he  faid,  lam  the 

corn  of  Chrijt,  lam  ground  with  the  tspfk 


r  i  t  i  .  •» 
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thefe  words  were  uttered  by  Ignatius,  in 
the  time  of  his  fuffering.  What  diffi¬ 
culty  can  there  then  be  in  fuppofing,  that 
Irenreus  fliould  make  mention  of  them, 
as  a  known,  memorable  saying  of  his  ? 

1 

And  why  fhould  not  this  be  rather  fup- 
pofed,  than  thathe  fhould  take  them  from 
that  “epiftle”  which  is  attributed  to  him 
as  its  author  ?  Efpecially,  as  there  are  fuch 
notorious  circumftances,  all  confpiring 
to  encourage  the  thought,  that  he  never 
faw  it. 

But  if  we  fliould  allow  this  teftimony 
its  utmoft  force,  no  more  can  be  colledt- 
ed  from  it,  than  that  there  was  extant  in 
the  days  of  Irenaeus  one  seventh  part 
of  thofe  epiftles  that  now  go  under  the 
name  of  Ignatius.  For  it  is  only  the 
epiftle  to  the  Romans,”  one  of  the  fe- 
ven  that  are  attributed  to  him,  that  is 
here  referred  to.  And  every  one,  at  the 
firft  view,  muft  be  fenfible,  how  weak  a 
teftimony  this  is  ;  and  that  if  it  be  al¬ 
lowed,  or  difallowed,  it  will  neither  much 
hurt,  or  benefit,  the  general  credit  of 
thefe  “  epiftles.”  And  what  may  be 
thought  worthy  of  notice,  this  “  epiftle 
to  the  Romans,”  the  only  one,  upon  the 

largeft 
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largeft  fuppofition,  here  referred  to,  is  the 
only  one,  among  all  the  “  Ignatian  epif- 
tles,  that  is  filent  about  the  caufe  of 
Epilcopacy.  Nothing,  as  I  remember, 
is  faid  heie  upon  this  head  ;  not  fo  much 
as  the  name  Bilhop  mentioned,  unlefs 
once  very  tranfiently.  So  that  this  is  the 
only  <c  epiftle,”  among  the  “  feven,”  that 
is  lniignincant  to  the  controverfy  we  are 
upon.  And  if  it  be  received  as  quoted 

¥  }jln*as>  ^  do  the  Prefbyterians 
no  diffemce  ;  neither,  if  it  be  rejefted  as 
unknown  to  him,  will  it  do  the  Epifco- 
pahans  any  harm.  It  is  perfectly  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  no  importance,  as  to  the  prefent 

difpute,  what  becomes  of  it,  or  is  faid 
about  it. 


After  Ircnaeus,  Origen,  who  flouri/h- 
d  in  the  third  century,  is  recurred  to 
In  his  «  prologue  to  the  commentaries 
on  canticles,”  he  fays,  «  We  remember 
one  to  have  faid,  Ignatius  by  name,  con- 
cermng  Chnft,  but  my  love  is  crucified:  nor 

this  "  ’» gfmc  WOrth/  of  "proof  for 
tins.  Thefe  words  occur  in  the 

Ignatian 


#  ce 


Merainimus  aliquem  dixiffe 

*<  _ _  A 


Chrifto,  »  meus  autem  W  eft”'  S"?  f? 

eum  pro  hoc  dignum  judico."  :  ‘  L  rtpr6‘lc'n' 


* 
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Ignatian  epidle  to  the  Romans,”  feclion 
vji.  This  fameOrigen.in  his  “  flxth  homily 
on  Luke,”  fneaks  thus,  “  I  have  found  it 
elegantly  wrote  in  the  epidle  of  a  certain 
rna  rtyr,  Ignatius  I  mean,  Bifliop  ofAntioch, 
the  fecond  after  Peter,  who  fought  with, 
beads  in  the  perfecution  at  Rome,  the 
virginity  of  Mary  was  kept  Jecret  from  the 
prince  of  this  world.  *  Thele  words  we 
have  in  the  “Ignatian  epidle  to  theEphe- 
iians,”  lecl.  xix. 

.  To  thefe  tedimonies  from  Origen,  it 
m.ud  be  laid,  that  they  lie  under  the  un- 
happinefs  of  being  as  exceptionable,  as 
well  as  thofe  we  have  already  confidered. 
As  to  the  fird  of  them,  it  is  taken  from 
a  piece  that  is  thought,  by  many  of  the 
m,od  learned  writers,  not  to  be  Origen's, 
(who  was  a  Prefbyter  of  the  Greek  church) 
but  the  work  of  fome  Latin  author  :  or, 
fhould  it  be  fuppofed  to  be  his,  we  have 
it  only  in  the  trandation  of  Ruffin,  who 
has  taken  fuch  a  fhameful  liberty  in  all 
his  tranflations  of  Origen,  to  add,  alter, 

and 

*  Ctf  Eieganter  in  cujusdam  martyris  epiftola  feriptum 
reperi,  Ignatkim  dico,  Epifeopum  Antiochian,  poll 
Jr'etriun  fecundum,  qui  .iiT  perfecutione  Romx  pugnavit 
Ad  belt  Las,  “  orincir:em  faced! i  hujus  latuit  Virginitas 
Mark,’.'  *  . 


J  o 


and  diminiffi,  that  there  is  no  knowing 
what  is  his  own,  and  what  Origen’s 
and  this  is  fo  generally  acknowledged, 
and  lamented,  by  the  learned,  that  a  word 
need  not  be  laid  in  proof  of  it.  It  is,  I 
foppofe,  for  this,  or  the  foregoing  rea- 
lon,  or  both,  that  thofe  celebrated  anti¬ 
quaries,  Ulher,  and  Voffius,  do  neither 
°1  them  make  ufe  of  this  Grigenical 
tcltimony,  in  the  evidence  they  ex¬ 
hibit  in  favor  of  the  “epiftlesof  Ignati- 
lls  .  >  as  uiay  befeenin  their  “  prefaces”  to 
their  editions  of  thefe  “  epiffles,”  in  Le’ 
Glercs  edition  of  Cotelerius’s  “  apolioli- 
cal  Fathers.”  They  were  certainly  well 
acquainted  with  it  ;  and  if  they  had 
thought  it  of  any  fignificancy,  they  would 
have  infilled  on  it.— -As  for  the  other 
teltimony,  taken  from  the  “  homily  on 
Luke,  this  alfo  is  fufpedfted  to  be  the 
work,  not  of  Origen,  but  of  fome  Latin 
writer  :  or  otherwife,  it  is  extant  only 
in  Latin  ;  and  if  it  was  tranflated  from 
the  Greek  by  Jerom,  as  is  pretended, 
theie  is  no  knowing  what  is  Origen’s. 
Du-pm  lays,  “  the  verfions  of  Jerom  are 
not  more  exafl  than  Ruffin’s  :  and  Ruf- 

inffisTP  afinS-  °fthe  liberty  Jerom  took 
in  his  ti  anllations,as  Jerom  complains  of 

Ruffin.’* 
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Ruffin.”  And,  furely,  no  great  credit 
ought  to  be  given  to  meer  tranfLations, 
which  are  known  to  have  been  done  with 
an  unbounded  licence  :  and  as  this  is  the 
cafe  here,  thefe  teftimonies,  brought  to 
view,  in  evidence  that  Ignatius  wrote 

epiftles,”  are  of  little  weight,  and  will 
be  efteemed  fo  by  impartial  judges. 

It  would  be  an  omiffion  if  I  did  not 
add,  it  is  a  fhrewdcircumftance,  in  fa¬ 
vor  of  Origen’s  having  never  made  men¬ 
tion  of  the  “  Ignatian  epiftles,”  that 
Eufebius  takes  not  the  leaft  notice  of  it. 
No  one  was  a  greater  admirer,  and  rea¬ 
der,  of  Origen’s  works  than  Eufebius  ; 
nor  was  there  an  ancient  Father  more 
thoroughly  veiled  in  them.  It  cannot 
therefore  be  accounted  for,  if  Origin  had, 
in  the  above1'  fpecified  places,  commemo¬ 
rated  Ignatius,  that  he  fhould  be  totally 
fiknt  about  it.  It  is  much  more  natu¬ 
ral  to  think>  they  are  not  the  words  of 
Origen,  but  of  fome  interpolator,  or  falfe 
interpreter. 

We  have  now  confidered  the  whole 
evidence,  in  proof  that  Ignatius  wrote 

fuch  “  epiftles”  as  go  . under  his  name, 

'  '  until 
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until  vve  come  into  the  fourth  century. 
And,  I  doubt  not,  that  has  been  offered, 
which,  to  every  unbiased  mind,  will 
appear  iufficient  to  induce  a  lufpicion, 

left  the  venerable  Ignatius  fhould  have 

been  perfonated  by  fome  bold  impoftor. 
^oft.  certainly,  the  evidence,  in  fupport 
of  his  being  the  real  author  of  thefe 
epiftles,  *  falls  vaftly  fhort  of  what  might 
reafonably  have  been  expe&ed.  There 
are,  in  all,  but  three  writers,  for  the 
full  fpace  of  two  hundred  years,  that  are 
produced  as  witneffes,  and  the  evidence 
they  give  is  fo  clogged  with  difficulties, 
as  to  occafion  great  doubt  and  hefi- 
tation.  And,  in  truth,  confidering  the 
character  of  Ignatius,  his  nearnefs  to  the 
Apoftles,  the  extraordinary  circumftan- 
ces  of  his  death,  the  uncommon  occa- 
lion  of  his  writing  thefe  ««  epiftles’'  (if 
they  are  truly  his )  :  confidering,  I  fay, 
thefe  things,  I  may  venture  to  appeal  to 
the  common  fenfe  of  mankind,  whether 
it  is  not  aftonifhing,  that  fuch  epiftles, 
of  fuch  a  man,  fhould  be  paffed  over  in 
inch  filence  for  two  hundred  years  toge- 

V  er  ’  no,  °rne  writer  making  mention  of 
them,  unlefs  in  fuch  a  manner,  and  un¬ 
der  fuch  marks  of  lufpicion,  as  to  leave 

the 
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the  mind  in  a  ftate  of  uncertainty,  to  fay 
the  leaft  ?  I  will  not  affirm,  notwlth- 
ftanding  all  that  has  been  offered,  that 
Ignatius  wrote  none  of  the  “  epiftles”  he 
is  faid  to  have  wrote,  though,  to  me,  it 
appears  highly  improbable  that  he  ever  did. 

I  sh-ould  now  have  gone  on  to  ftiow, 
that  the  “  Ignatian  epiftles”  are,  if  not 
fputious,  yet  fo  intermixed  with  corrup¬ 
tion,  as  to  be  unfit  to  be  recurred  to  in 
the  prefent  controverfy.  But  previous  to 
this,  I  fhall  take  notice  of  a  difficulty 
that  is  urged,  upon  the  fuppofition  Igna¬ 
tius  is  not  allowed  to  have  wrote  thefe 
“  epiftles”  that  are  afcribed  t©  him,  and 
faid  to  be  his. 

It  is  this,  that  Eufebius  certainly 
thought,  “  thefe  epiftles”  were  wrote  by 
Ignatius  himfelf.  And  as  he  was  a  per- 
lon  well  capable  of  judging  in  this  mat¬ 
ter,  much  better  than  we  who  live  at  fo 
great  a  diftance  from  the  times  of  Igna¬ 
tius,  it  is  faid  to  be  a  very  bold  thing 
now  to  plead,  that  “  thefe  epiftles”  are 
fpurious. 

To 
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To  this  the  reply  is,  Eulebius  was  un¬ 
doubtedly  a  perlon  of  great  learning,  fome 
think,  the  moft  learned  among  all  the 
chriftian  Greek  Fathers.  And  we  are  ex¬ 
ceedingly  beholden  to”  hint  for  many  va¬ 
luable  fragments  of  the  works  of  many 
valuable  primitive  authors,  which  have 
long  fince  perilhed  by  the  injury  of 
time  as  alfo  for  a  great  variety  of  know¬ 
ledge,  relative  to  the  Chriftian  biftory, 
we  muft  otherwife  have  been  deftitute 
of.  But  this  notwithftanding,  we  are 
not  obliged  to  call  him  Majler,  and,  at  all 
adventures,  to  take  every  thing  for  truth 
juft  as  he  has  delivered  it.  For,  after 
all  his  learning,  and  whatever  good  qua¬ 
lities  he  might  be  poffelTed  of,  he  was  a 
man  “  fubject  to  like  infirmities”  with 
others ;  and  there  are  too  many  inftan- 
ces,  in  his  writings,  of  carelefthefs,  want 
ot  due  attention,  and  a  more  thorough 
examination,  not  to  fay  any  thing  worfe 
And  he  is,  on  all  fides,  frequently  charg¬ 
ed  with  flips  and  miftakes,  and  lome  that 
are  very  grofs.  The  great  Scaliger  fays 

to  the  Chriftian  hiftory,  and  no  otTe  is 
guilty  of  more  miftakes.”  Of  the  fame 
siind  was  the  learned  Du-pin,  though  he 

*  1  exp  relies 
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expreffes  himfelf  in  fofter  terms.  For, 
having  faid  what  he  judged  proper  in  com¬ 
mendation  of  his  “  eccleftaftical  hiftory,” 
he  adds,  “  it  muft  neverthelefs  be  ac¬ 
knowledged,  it  is  not  altogether  fo  perfect 
as  were  to  be  wifhed  :  for  it  is  not  written 
fmoothly,  neither  is  it  always  exaft.” 
And  in  his  note  here,  he  reckons  up,  at 
leaft,  half  a  fcore  of  faults,  which,  fays 
he,  “  are  contrary  both  to  the  truth  of 
hiftory,  and  chronology.”  Nor  do  any 
of  the  noted  antiquaries,  either  Proteftant 
or  Romifh,  Epifcopal  or  Prefbyterian, 
think  themfelves  obliged  facredly  to  ad¬ 
here  to  him  ;  but  do  all,  in  their  turns, 
take  liberty  to  differ  from  him,  and,  as 
they  imagine,  upon  juft  grounds. 

But  what  is  more  particularly  perti¬ 
nent  to  what  we  are  upon,  Eufebius  too 
creduloufly  fuffered  himfelf  to  be  fome- 
times  betrayed  into  the  belief  of  that, 
which,  if  he  had  examined  with  more  care, 
caution,  and  fufpicion,  he  would  readily 
have  rejefted.  There  are  inftances  of 
this  to  be  met  with  in  his  valuable  hifto¬ 
ry.  One  I  fhall  here  mention,  as  being 
full  to  the  point  under  conlideration.  In 
the  laft  chapter  but  one  of  the  firft  book 
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of  tnis  hiftory,  we  have  a  mod:  formal  ac¬ 
count  of  “  Agbarus’s  letter, King  of  Edef- 
fa,  to  our  Savior  Jefus  Chrift,  fent  to 
him  at  Jerufalem  by  Ananias  his  foot¬ 
man  and  our  “  Savior’s  letter  to  King 
Agbarus  in  anfwer  to  it.”  And,  in  the 
following  chapter,  both  thefe  letters  are 
in feited  at  large,  Eufebius  having  tranf- 
lated  them  out  of  the  Syriac  language,  in 
which  they  were  wrote,  as  he  found  the 
copies  of  them  in  the  archieves  of  Edef- 
fa.  And  thefe  epiftles,  which  he  thus 
pubhlned  to  the  world,  he  as  verily  be¬ 
lieved  were  wrote,  one  of  them  by  our 
Savior,  and  the  other  by  King  Agbarus 
as  he  did,  that  the  epiftles  he  mentions 
under  the  name  of  Ignatius  were  wrote 
by  him.  What  regard  no w  do  the  learn- 
cd  world  pay  to  Eufebius's  judgment, 
with  refpeft  to  thefe  letters  ?  Do  they  hold 
them  lei ves  bound  to  receive  them  as  “the 
epiftles  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  King  Agba¬ 
rus,  becaufe  Eufebius  was  too  haftilv 
led  into  this  opinion  of  them  ?  No;  but 
notwithftanding  the  learning,  the  judg¬ 
ment,  the  integrity  of  Eufebius,  and  his 
nearnefs  to the  primitive  times,  they  are 
fo  free  with  him  as  to  think,  he  was 
credulous  in  efteeming  «  thefe  letters” 

genuine  j 


242,  IGNATIUS. 

genuine  ;  and  that  he  did  it  without  fuf- 
ficient  caution  and  enquiry.  Even  Arch- 
Bifhop  Wake  has  very  plainly  fignivied 
this  to  have  been  his  opinion.  Says  he, 
*  “  Natalis  Alexander  delivers  this  con- 
“  clufion  j  the  “  epiftle  of  Agbarus”  to 
“  our  Savior,  and  “  his  anfwer”  to  it,  are 
“  fuppofititious,  and  apocryphal  :  and, 
“  at  large,  anfwers  all  that  is  ufually 
“  urged  iri  favor  of  them.  And  Du- 
“  pin,  after  him,  yet  more  folidly  con- 
“  vinces  of  fuch  manifeft  errors,  as  may 
“  ferve  to  fatisfy  all  conlidering  perfons, 
“  that  Eufebius  and  Ephraaem  were  too 
“  eafy  of  belief  in  this  particular  j  and 
“  did  not  fufficiently  examine  into  it, 
“  when  they  delivered  that  as  a  certain 
“  truth,  which,  from  feveral  circum- 
“  fiances,  appears  to  have  been  evidently 
**  otherwife.”  Now,  from  this  inflance, 
produced  from  Eufebius,  the  arguing  is 
both  natural  and  forcible.  If  he  might 
be  miftaken  in  his  opinion  about  “  thefe 
letters,”  he  might  alfo  be  miflaken  in  his 
opinion  about  the  “  Ignatian  epiflles.” 
If  he  was  too  creduloufly  betrayed  into 
a  belief  of  the  genuinenefs  of  “  thefe 

letters,’* 
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letters,”  which  are  moft  palpably  fpurious, 
he  might  alfo  too  creduloufly  come  into 
the  belief  of  the  genuinenefs  of  the“  epif- 
tles  of  Ignatius.”  If,  with  refpefl  to 
“  thefe  letters,”  he  was  too  inattentive, 
not  Sufficiently  fufpicious,  too  thought¬ 
less  of  being  impofed  upon  by  religious 
fraud,  this  might  alfo  have  been  the  cale 
with  refpedt  to  the  “  epiftles”  in  difpute. 
Nor  if  the  learned  world  do,  without  any 
difficulty,  reject  “  thefe  letters”  as  fpuri¬ 
ous,  in  contradiction  to  the  judgment  of 
Eufebius,  ought  it  to  be  objected  as  a 
difficulty  in  the  way  of  rejecting  “  Ig¬ 
natius’s  epiftles,”  that  herein  Eufebius’s 
judgment  is  oppofed  :  nor  can  this  be 
urged  as  a  difficulty  without  evident  par¬ 
tiality.  For,  in  the  inftance  we  have 
mentioned,  no  [difficulty  is  pretended  ; 
but  the  whole  body  of  writers,  both  Ro- 
mifh  and  Proteftant  (a  few  only  excepted) 
rejedl  “  thefe  letters”  as  a  fraudulent  im- 
pofition  upon  the  world,  without  making 
any  compliment  to  the  great  Eulebius 
for  their  oppofition  to  him  in  this  matter. 

•*  J  Jk  Z-  i  t  *4*  i  /  ■  I  r,  ,  \  I  *  M  *  *  i  3  /">  1 

But,  befides  what  has  been  offered, 

in  the  cafe  before  us,  re- 
prefented  the  evidence  upon  which  he 

received 
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received  thefe  “  epiftles  which,  if  de¬ 
ficient,  we  have  plainly  no  reafon  to  be 
moved  by  his  judgment  :  and  that  it 
really  is  fo  we  before  proved,  when  the 
teftimonies  of  Polycarp  and  Irenaeus  were 
confidered,thetwo  only  ones  he  has  men¬ 
tioned  in  fupport  of  the  credit  of  “  thefe 
epiftles.”  It  may,  perhaps,  be  thought 
ftrange,  that  Eufebius  fhould  judge,  from 
the  teftimonies  of  Polycarp  and  Irenaeus, 
that  Ignatius  wrote  “  thefe  epiftles,”  if 
what  they  fay,  be,  as  we  have  already 
endeavored  to  evince,  infufficient  for  the 
purpofe.  But,  why  might  not  Eufebius 
make  more  of  thefe  teftimonies  than  they 
really  contained,and  argue  too  much  from 
them,  as  others  have  done  fince  ?  And 
that  he  has  fo  done  (whether  “  thefe 
epiftles”  are  true  or  falfe)  is  too  evident 
to  be  called  in  queftion  ;  as  appears  from 
what  has  been  before  offered  upon  this 
head.  For,  let  it  be  obferved,  he  intro¬ 
duces  Irenaeus  fpeaking  upon  the  matter 
after  this  manner,  “  and  Irenaeus  remem¬ 
bered  his  epistles,  writing  thus,  be - 
caufe  I  am  the  wheat  of  God.”— Thefe 
words  are  to  be  found  no  where  in  the 
writings  of  Ignatius,  but  in  the  “  epiftle 
to  the  Romans nor  does  Irenaeus  any- 

'  where 
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where  elfe  mention  any  writing  of  Igna¬ 
tius,  or  refer  to  any  palfage  in  his  fuppo- 
fed  works.  So  that  the  utmoft  that  can 
be  collected,  in  point  of  argument,  from 
thefe  words  is,  that  “  the  epiftle  to  the 
Romans”  was  commemorated  by  Ire- 
naeus.  But  the  conclufion,  which  Eule- 
bius  draws,  refpe&s  the  “  epiftles  in  ge¬ 
neral  j  which  is  certainly  an  inftanceof 
inattention  to  the  juft  import  of  the 
words  he  argues  from.  He  goes  on, 
“  and  Polycarp  maketh  mention  hereof, 
in  his  epiftle  to  the  Philippians,  writing 
thus, — tbe  epiftle  of  Ignatius  which  he  fent 

to  usy  and  as  many  other  epiftles  ” - It  is 

far  from  being  evident,  as  has  been  abun-» 
dantly  proved  already,  that  Polycarp  here 
mentions  any  more  than  two  epistles 
of  Ignatius  ;  and  yet,  the  words  are 
bi ought  in  evidence  of  the  epistles 
without  limitation  ;  which  is  ano- 
ther  inftance  of  a  curfory  confideration 
only  of  this  paftage.  Had  he  been  fuf- 
nciently  cautious,  he  might  have  feenrea- 
fon  to  fufpecft,  whether  this  teftimony  was 
at  ail  Polycarp’s. — The  true  ftate  of  the 
cale  feems  to  have  been  this  — There 
were  extant,  in  the  days  of  Eufebius, 
epiftles  under  the  name  of  Ignatius  to 
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feveral  famous  churches  j”  and,  meet¬ 
ing  with  a  paffage  in  Polycarp’s  letter, 
that  made  mention  of  “  epiftles  of  Ig¬ 
natius,”  and  another  in  Irenseus,  citing 
words  that  are  to  be  found  in  one  of 

thefe  epiftles,”  he  haftily  concluded, 
without  more  ado,  that  Ignatius  wrote 
all  the  epistles  he  had  feen  under 
his  name  :  whereas,  if  he  had  thoroughly 
examined  the  matter,he  would  have  found 
thefe  teftimonies  too  weak  to  fupport  the 
conclufion  he  makes  from  them  j  as  they 
moft  certainly  are,  whatever  is  the  truth 
as  touching  “  thefe  epiftles.” 

I  shall  only  add, that  Eufebius  feems 
not  to  have  been  without  fome  biafs  up¬ 
on  his  mind,  in  favor  of  the  “  Ignatian 
epiftles.”  For  it  is  a  plain  cafe,  the  fi- 
lence  of  the  ancients,  refpecting  particu¬ 
lar  writings,  is,  with  him,  an  argument 
much  weakening  the  credit  of  them.  The 
“  fecond  epiftle  of  Clement”  he  efteems, 
if  not  fuppofititious,  at  leaft  “  lefs  fa¬ 
mous,  and  lefs  worthy  of  notice,”  be- 
caufe  “  no  teftimonies  are  alleged  for 
it  by  the  Elders.”  And  the  “  dialogues 
of  Peter  and  Apion”  he  looks  upon  as 
plainly  fpurious,  for  this,  among  other 

reafons. 
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reafons,  “  that  none  of  the  Eiders  have 
mentioned  it.”  But,  in  the  prefent  in-* 
fiance,  though,  as  we  have  feen,  there  is 
a  mod  furprizing  fiience  in  primitive  an¬ 
tiquity  about  any  writings  of  Ignatius, 
yet  he  takes  no  notice  at  all  of  it;  but 
receives  the  “  epiftles”  extant  in  his  day, 
under  rhe  name  of  “  this  Father,”  with¬ 
out  the  leaf!  hefitation,  and  by  the  lump 
too.  And  if  Mr.  Whifton’s  reafoning 
may  e  thought  valid,  a  good  account 
maj  be  given  of  this  matter.  According 
to  him,  the  “  epifties  of  Ignatius,”  ex¬ 
tant  ,n  the  days  of  Eufebius,  were  the 
larger  ones,  that  is,  thefe  epiftles  as 
we  have  them  in  the  editions  before  thofe 
of  Ufter  and  Voffius.  As  to  the  shor- 

-  fhpEPaS^LES,  tdat  t^°^'  we  ^ave 

rief  ll-  T  °frthefe  learn«l  antiqua¬ 
ries,  he  fpeaks  of  them  as  the  larger 
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and  Whifton  were  nearly  of  the  fame 
fentiments,  relative  to  an  important  point 
of  Chriftian  doctrine,  it  was  but  natural 
for  him  to  be  well  affected  to  “  thefe 
epiftles,”  which  are  well  known  to  look 
with  a  favorable  eye  on  this  diftinguifh- 
ing  tenet  of  their’s.  So  that,  upon  the 
whole,  it  is  but  reafonable  we  fhould  be 
left  fairly  to  judge  of  the  evidence  in  fa¬ 
vor,  or  dif-favor,  of  “  thefe  epiftles,” 
without  being  at  all  fwayed  by  the  judgment 
of  Eufebius :  nor  ought  it  to  be  looked 
upon  as  an  objection  of  any  weight  again  ft 
our  rejecting  them,  that  that  learned  au¬ 
thor  thought  them  genuine  ;  provided 
yve  have  good  reafon  fo  to  do. 

I  will  not  take  upon  me  to  fay,  that 
Ignatius  did  not  write  “  epiftles”  that 
were  feed  by  Eufebius  ;  but  thus  mu,ch 
I  will  venture  to  fay,  that  it  is  highly  pro¬ 
bable,  moft  unprejudiced  perfons,  in  con- 
fequence  of  what  has  been  offered,  will 
be  ftrongly  inclined  to  queftion,  whether 
they  were  fo  certainly  his,  as  to  leave  no 
reafonable  room  for  doubt  in  the  cafe.— 
But,  I  muft  now  go  on, 
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'  To  offer  what  may  be  thought  necef- 
fary  to  fhow,  that  “  thefe  epiftles,’*  if  not 
fpurious,  have  yet  been  corrupted  to  a  de¬ 
degree  that  unfits  them  to  be  appealed  to, 
as  exhibiting  the  real  mind  of  Ignatius  ; 
efpecially  with  refpeft  to  Epifcopacy,  the 
point  now  under  debate. 

C- 

M-  -1  «•  Jt-  J  V  -  \  j  *  J  ,  .  S  '  -  ;  # 

What  I  here  propofe  to  confider, 
meerly  as  interlarded  corruption,  is  made 
ufe  of  by  Daille,  La’roque,  and  other 
learned  writers,  to  prove,  from  the  in¬ 
ternal  contents  of  “  thefe  epiftles” 
themfelves,  that  they  were  not  wrote  by 
Ignatius,  but  by  fome  later  hand.  And 
it  muft  be  acknowledged,  the  external 
evidence  in  proof,  that  Ignatius  did  not 
write  “  thefe  epiftles,”  ifconfidered  in 
connexion  with  this  internal  evi¬ 
dence,  will  give  great  additional  force  to 
the  argument,  and  leave  fcarce  any  room 
for  doubt  in  the  cafe.— But  I  chufe  to 
give  the  Epifcopalians  all  the  advantage 
they  can  defire  j  and  Ihall  therefore  here 
argue  upon  the  fuppofition,  that  Igna¬ 
tius  really  wrote  “  epiftles”  that  were 
extant  in  the  days  of  Eufebius  :  but 
even  upon  this  fuppofition,  we  claim  to 
be  excufed  from  placing  any  manner  of 

dependant 
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dependance  upon  what  they  lay,  efpeci- 
ally  upon  the  head  of  Epifcopacy  ;  and 
for  this  very  good  reafon,  becaufe  we  af¬ 
firm,  and  fhall  prove,  that  they  are  fo 
mingled  with  corruption,  as  not  to  con¬ 
vey  the  mind  of  the  truly  venerable  Ig¬ 
natius. 

t  \ 

Some,  perhaps,  may  think  it  owing  to 
prejudice,  when  it  is  fo  much  as  infi- 
nuated,  as  if  there  were  any  corrupt  mix¬ 
tures  in  fuch  eminently  valuable  “  epif- 
tles”  as  thofe  of  Ignatius'.  But  it  ought 
to  be  known,  and  remembered,  that  Ig¬ 
natius  has  been  impudently  and  frau¬ 
dulently  dealt  with,  no  lets  than  eight 
of  the  fifteen  epiftles,  that  bear  his  name, 
being  forgeries,  and  owned  to  be  fo  : 
befides  which,  it  is  true  likewife,  and  ac¬ 
knowledged  as  the  truth,  even  by  Bilhop 
Pearfon  himfelk,  the  great  advocate  for 
Ignatius,  that  the  other  “  feven  epif¬ 
tles,”  in  all  the  editions  of  them,  before 
IJfher  and  Voflius,  were  fo  corrupted 
by  fome  knavifh  interpolator  or  other, 
as  that  they  ought  not  to  be  depended  on 
as  exhibiting  the  real  mind  of  the  true 
Ignatius.  It  is  not  argued  from  hence, 
th  f»i  !*  t  iiC  Ufherian,  and  Voflian  editions 
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ffluft  needs  be  corrupted  alfo  j  but  thus 
much  is  obvioufly,  and  certainly  dedu- 
cible  herefrom,  thanthey  may  be  fo  * 
that  to  fuppofe  fuch  a  thing  is  no  indica¬ 
tion  of  prejudice  again#  them,  as  it  is  no 
more  than  has  been  a&ually  done,  with 
refpedl:  to  thefe  very  “  epidles,”  in  for¬ 
mer  editions. 

Much  might  eafily  be  offered  in  fup- 
port  of  the  affirmation,  that  the  “  epiftles 
of  Ignatius,”  in  their  lateft,  bed,  and 
moft  purged  editions,  are  too  much  mix¬ 
ed  with  interpolated  corruption  to  be  de¬ 
pended  on,  as  letting  us  into  his  true  and 
real  /entiments.  I  might  particularly 
confider  the  “  inferiptions”  to  thefe  epif¬ 
tles  all  which  carry  with  them  this  fhrewd 
mark  of  time,  later  than  the  days  of 
Ignatius,  their  fpeaking  of  him  in  the 
ftile  of  Theophoros,  an  epithet  never 
applied  to  him,  until  ages  after  his 
death.— I  might  take  notice  of  the  do- 
ry  of  Ignatius’s  being  “  carried  in  bonds, 
*rom  Syria  to  Rome,  to  be  thrown  to  wild 
beads,”  on  the  truth  of  which  his  epif¬ 
tles  mtirely  depend  j  and  yet,  the  dory 

is  in  ttfelf  a  very  ftrange  and  unaccoun¬ 
table  one,  and  fo  efteemed  by  many  of 
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the  moft  learned  writers. -'-I  might  infill 
upon  what  is  faid  of  the  “  word's  pro¬ 
ceeding  from  Sige,”  a  term  of  art  in  the 
Valentinian  theology,  not  known  to  be 
ufed  as  fuch,  until  after  the  departure  of 
Ignatius  out  of  our  world.— In  a  word, 

•  I  might  bring  to  view  a  great  number  of 
paflages,  which  it  would  be  a  difhonor  to 
Ignatius  to  afcribe  to  him,  they  are  either 
fo  weak,  or  abfurd,  or  ridiculous,  or  in- 
confiftent  with  what  he  has  elfewhere 
faid,  and  fometimes  in  the  fame  epiflle. — 
But  it  would  be  too  great,  as  well  as  need- 
lefs,  a  tryal  of  the  reader’s  patience  to 
confider  fo  many  articles.  I  fhall  there¬ 
fore  pals  them  over,  and  wholly  confine 
myfelfto  what,  more  efpecially,  relates  to 
the  prefent  controverfy,  the  things  that 
are  faid  concerning  the  officers  of  the 
Christian  church.  And  I  the  rather 
chufe  to  enlarge  uppn  this  head,  as  it  is 
enlarged  upon  in  all  the  “  Ignatian 
epiftles”  (the  epiftle  to  the  Romans  on¬ 
ly  excepted,)  and  in  a  manner  evidently 
Ihewing,  if  thefe  “  epiftles”  are  not  fpu- 
rious,  that  they  have  been  tampered  with, 
and  bafely  corrupted  by  fome  over-heat¬ 
ed  zealot  for  ecclefiaftical  dignity,  and 
power,  fo  aa  to  be  unfitted  to  hand  to  us 
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the  true  fentiments  of  the  real  Ignatius. 
And  here  it  may  be  offered  as  follows. 

Considering  the  circumftances  of 
Ignatius,  when  he  is  faid  to  have  wrote 
thefe  epiftles  — his  being  a  prifbner  of 
death,  and  on  his  journey  to  Rome  to 
fuffer  martyrdom,  it  is  not  at  all  proba¬ 
ble,  he  fhould  have  his  heart  fo  fet  on 
exalting  the  Clergy,  as,  in  all  his  epiftles, 
to  write,  as  if  the  main  thing  fuitable  to 
be  told  the  churches,  was,  that  they  had 
“  worthy  and  God- becoming  Bifhops  and 
Prefbyters,  whom  they  ought  to  honor, 
and  obey,  even  as  Jefus  Chrift  honored 
and  obeyed  the  Father.”  There  is  evi¬ 
dently  more,  much  more,  faid,  in  thefe 
epiftles,  upon  the  rights  of  the  Clergy, 
and  the  fubjeffion  that  was  due  to  them, 
than  upon  any  other  fubjeft,  though  of 

fundamental  importance. - Does  not 

this  appear  ftrange  ?  It  would  certainly 
do  fo  in  any  epiftles  wrote,atprefent,  un¬ 
der  like  cirtamftances.  And  what  makes 
the  matter  ftill  more  extraordinary,  the 
fame  words  and  phrafes,  upon  the  fame 
beloved  Subject,  not  only  come  over  in 
every  epiftle,  fave  one  ;  but  in  moft  of 
them,  they  are  needleflly  repeated  j  and, 

in 
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in  fome  of  them,  their  repetition  over 
and  over  again  is  quite  fuifonie.  To  this 
it  is  faid  by  Epilcopalians, 

That  herefies  now  began  to  be  broa¬ 
ched,  and  to  infefl  the  minds  of  many  ; 
and  therefore,  as  the  moil  proper  expe¬ 
dient  that  could,  at  that  time,  be  thought 
on,  to  preferve  the  churches  pure,  Ig¬ 
natius  exhorts  them,  and  with  prefling, 
earneftnefs,  to  an  adherence  to  the  Cler¬ 
gy,  union  with,  and  fubje&ion  to,  their 
Bilhops  and  Prelbyters.  And  his  fof 
zealoufly,  and  frequently,  infilling  uporf 
this  head,  is  made  even  a  fign  of  his  foul’s 
flaming  with  love  to  the  churches  j  difco- 
vered  in  ardent  defires  that  they  might 
flourilh  in  peace,  truth,  and  holinels,  af¬ 
ter  he  had  been  devoured  by  wild  beafts. 
In  anfwer  whereto, 

I  would  not  go  about  to  detraff,  in 
the  leaft,  from  the  piety  of  Ignatius,  his 
concern  for  the  purity  of  the  churches, 
and  defire  to  preferve  them  from  herefy  : 
but,  at  the  lame  time,  cannot  but  think 
it  very  wonderful,  if  “  fubjeflion  to 
church-governors”  an  implicit  adher¬ 
ence  to  the  “  Bilhop  and  his  Clergy/’ 

was 
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fuch  a  notable  expedient,  fo  fure  and  ef¬ 
fectual  an  one,  to  guard  againft  herefy, 
that  none  of  the  Fathers  contemporary 
with  Ignatius  Ihould  be  fo  happy  as  to 
hit  upon  it.  It  was  as  good  an  expedi¬ 
ent  to  cure  divifions,  as  to  fecure  from 
herefy  ;  and  yet,  Clement  of  Rome  makes 
no  mention  at  all  of  it  to  the  church  of 
Corinth,  when  he  wrote  to  them  as  rent 
with  ft  rife  and  fcifm.  And  it  is  obferva- 
ble,  Polycarp,  who  wrote  juft  after  Igna¬ 
tius,  and  with  his  “  epiftles”  in  keeping 
(as  is  pretended),  among  other  things, 
cautions  the  church  at  Philippi  againft 
the  errors  that  then  prevailed  among 
many.  But  how  does  he  prefs  the  ex¬ 
hortation  ?  Why,  not  a  word  does  he 
lifp  aoout  their  adhering  to  their  Bijhopf, 
’with  the  reft  of'  the  Clergy ,  the  great  ar¬ 
gument  here  laid  to  be  ufed  by  Ignatius  t 
but  he  befpeaks  them  in  thefe  words^ 

“  Theft  things,  my  brethren ,  I  took  not 
the  liberty  of  myleif  to  write  unto 
you.-— For  neither  I,  nor  any  other 
luch  as  I  am,  come  up  to  the  wif- 
dpm  of  the  bieffed  and  renowned  Paul, 
who,  being  him  felt  in  perlon  with  thofe 
fhat  tnen  lived,  diu,  with  exaftnefs  and 
foundnefs,  teach  the  word  of  truth  and 
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being  gone  from  you  wrote  an  epiftle  to 
you,  into  which  if  you  look,  you  will  be 
able  to  edify  yonrlelves  in  the  faith  that 
hath  been  delivered  to  you,  which  is  the 
mother  of  us  ail.” — And  a  little  onwards, 
“  Wherefore,  leaving  the  vanity  of  many, 
and  their  falle  doctrines,  let  us  return  to 
the  word  that  was  delivered  to  us  from 
the  beginning.”  If  Ignatius  had  been 
as  particular,  and  full,  in  recommending 
an  adherence  to  the  scripture,  an  obe¬ 
dience  to  the  apostolic  writings,  as 
he  is  in  urging  an  adherence  to  the  Cler¬ 
gy,  and  subjection  to  them,  it  might, 
poffibly,  have,  been  as  good  a  guard 
againfl  “  infection  byherefy.”  He  does, 
indeed,  fometimes  exhorts  thofe  he  writes 
to>  “  to  fludy  to  be  confirmed  in  the 
doctrine  of  our  Lord,  and  his  Apoffles 
but  where  he  once  advifes  to  this,  I  will 
venture  to  fay,  he  ten  times  prelfes  a 
regard  to  the  Clergy  ;  and  this  he  does 
in  very  unguarded  language,  without 
ever  making  the  fuppofition,that  theyalfo 
night  be  corrupted  with  error;  and,  in  this 
cafe,  cautioning  the  churches  againft 
being  ledalide  by  their  governors  :  which 
Is  making  much  more  of  the  Clergy,  than 
the  Apoftles  ever  made  of  themlelves. — 

But 
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Bat  I  (hall  not  enlarge  here,  having  men¬ 
tioned  what  has  been  offered  as  a  final! 
circumftance  only,  in  comparifon  with 

'  'vhat  1  haye  yet  to  fay.  To  go  on  there¬ 
fore,  V 

r*.'  vp  nt 

It  is  of  more  weighty  confideration, 
that  the  officers  of  the  chriftian  church 
are  commonly  fpoken  of,in  “thefeepiftles  ” 
Jn  language  not  at  all  confonant  to  the 
age  in  winch  the  true  Ignatius  lived, 
noi  indeed  in  the  leaf!  worthy  of  fo  fa¬ 
mous  and  primitive  a  Father  and  martyr' 
What  other  though,  can  reafonably  be 
entertained  of  thofe  paffiages,  in  which 
Bah  ops  are  reprefented  as  “  prefiding  in 
the  place  of  God  in  which  they  are 
compared  to  “  God  the  Father,  to  Jefus 
Chuft  the  Son  of  the  Father  in  which 
the  churches  are  taught  it  to  be  their 
duty  «  to  receive  them  as  the  Lord,  to 
reverence  them  as  Jefus  Chrift  vea 
‘‘  to  follow  them  as  Chrift  does  the  Fa- 
ther  :  m  which  they  are  commanded 

tlipR'm  °bCy  an(1  fubiec1:  themfelves  to 
l  as  to  do  nothing  without  him, 

however  reasonable  it  mijht  appear  m 
them  .  in  which  they  are  exhorted  to  be 
■  io  one  With  the  Bilhop,  as  chrift  is 

one 
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one  with  the  Father  and  “  fo  to  do 
nothing  without  him,  as  (Thrift  did  no¬ 
thing  without  the  Father  in  which  fo 
great  account  is  made  of  obedience  and 
iubjedlion  to  the  Biihop,  that  they  that 
“  do  any  thing  without  him”  are  efteem- 
ed  “  doing  the  devii  a  fervice  and  thofc 
that  remain  with  him”  are,  upon  this  ac¬ 
count  only,  thought  worthy  of  the  cha- 
radfer  of  “  belonging  to  (Thrift  and 
are  reprefented  as  “  walking  not  as  men, 
but  according  to  Chrift  yea,  in  which 
obedience  to  the  officers  of  the  church  is 
fo  highly  eftimated  by  the  writer,  or  in¬ 
terpolator,  of  “  thefe  epiftles,”  that  he 
even  “  pawns  his  foul  for  thofe  that  obey 
the  Bifhop,  Prefbyters,  and  Deacons  j 
and  defires  his  portion  in  God  may  be 
with  fuch.” 

These,  and  like  expreffions,  to  be  met 
with  in  “  thefe  epiftles,”  are  not  ealily  to 
be  accounted  for,  upon  the  fuppofition 
that  they  have  not  been  interlaced  with 
"corruption.  In  their  literal  and  molt 
obvious  fenfe,  they  are  unworthy  of  any 
pious  writer ;  much  more  of  fo  venera¬ 
ble  a  Father,  and  illuftrious  a  martyr,  as 
Ignatius  :  nor  can  it  be  difowned,  that. 


in  this  fenie,  they  exalt  the  Clergy  be¬ 
yond  all  reafonable  bounds,  claiming  for 
them  the  mod  abfolutely  blind  obedi¬ 
ence  :  and  fhould  we  qualify  their  fenfe, 
to  the  utmoft  extent  they  are  capable  of, 
they  carry  the  dignity  and  power  of  Bi- 
fhops  and  Prefbyters,  and  the  fubjedlion 
due  to  them,  not  only  far  above  their 
delerts,  but  fo  as  to  difcover  the  true 
spirit  of  after-times,  and  not  that 
in  which  Ignatius  is  known  to  have 
lived. 

o.>  jsffibiQpss  fjjd 

It  may,  with  the  exadteft  truth,  be  affir¬ 
med,  that  none  of  the  writers,  in  the  days  of 
Ignatius,  or  near  the  age  in  which  he 
flourifhed,  do  bear  the  lead  likenefs  to 
him  in  his  mode  of  fpeaking,  relative  to 
the  officers  of  the  church.  Thefe  unite, 
as  one,  in  language  becoming  the  fimpli- 
city  of  the  gofpel,  and  the  purity  and  hu¬ 
mility  of  thole  primitive  times  :  where¬ 
as,  the  general  drain  of  “Ignatius’s  epif- 
ties”  is  evidently  adapted,  I  may  fay,  pur- 
pofely  contrived,  to  aggrandife  the  Clergy, 
and  befpeak  for  them  the  higheft  rever¬ 
ence,  honor,  and  fubmiflion.  How  tan 
this  be  accounted  for,  without  the  ftip- 
polition  of  fome  medling  interpolator  ? 


,v 
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Why,  otherwife,  fliould  there  be  fuch  a 
fjgnal  difference  between  his  manner  of 
writing,  and  that  of  all  the  ancients  in 
his  day,  and  for  a  iong  time  after  his 
life  had  come  to  a  period  here  on  earth  ? 

The  difference  of  (file,  in  different 
writers,  will  not,  as  is  pleaded  here,  ac¬ 
count  for  this.  The  ftile  of'Hermas  wideT 
ly  differs  from  that  of  Clement,  as  Cle¬ 
ment’s  does  from  that  of  Polycarp,  and 
Polycarp’s  from  that  of  Juftin  Martyr, 
and  Irenaeus  j  and  yet,  they  all  lead  us 
to  think  much  the  fame  thing  about  the 
Clergy  ;  and  this,  with  all  defirable  clear- 
nefs  and  certainty,  though  they  feverally 
exprefs  themfelves  in  a  manner  peculiar 
each  one  to  himlelf.  And  why  might 
not  Ignatius  have  wrote  in  his  own  ftile, 
and  yet  have  concurred  with  his  contem¬ 
poraries,  in  a  like  account  of  the  officers 
of  the  church  ?  It  ought,  raoft  certainly, 
to  be  afcfibed,  not  to  meet'  difference  in 
ftile,  but  to  fome  other  caufe,  that  he  fo 
ftrangely  differs  from  them.  And  what 
caufe  can  this  be,  but  the  interlarding 
hand  of  fome  zealot  for  clerical  power 
and  honor 

V  ’  '  J  -A*'  * K  *  '  4  •  4  1  * 
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His  being  a  Syrian  may,  poffibly, 
account  for  his  fometimes  barbarous 

7  '( f  j  ■  I ,  /  ^  ^  as  high-founding  com¬ 

pounded  words,  *  peculiar  to  himfelf  ; 
out  it  will,  by  no  means;  account  for  his 
fentiments  concerning  the  Clergy,  as 
differing  from  thofe  of  all  his  contem¬ 
poraries.  For  not  only  the  mode  of 
language  in  “thefe  epiftles,”  but  the  idea 
conveyed  by  it,  is  quite  different  from 
that  which  is  contained  in  the  “  other 
writings”  in,  and  near,  the  fame  age. 
Bring  down  the  high  (trains  ufed  in  “  thefe 
efhftles,  and  put  them  into  plain  (imple 
language,  (till  keeping  to  their  true  fpiric 
and  genuine  intendment  and  they  will 
carry  the  power  of  the  Clergy,  and  the 
revei ence  and  honor  due  to  them,  far 

beyond 


* 


rs 


No  writer  was  ever  more  pleafed  with  compounding 
words  to  make  them  look  big  with  meaning,  than 
gnat  ms.  Thofe  he  could  join  with  Phokos  in  the 
end,  and  AXios.in  the  beginning,  are  particularly  ob- 
Tervable  in  h.s  -  epiftles.”  He  fpeaks  of  one  or 
another  of  the  churches  he  writes  to,  as  Th  e  o  p  h  o  r  o  i  , 

PNf  uwAT01’  Agiophoroi>  Christophoroi, 
thU  t  ?PHOR01-  &c-  The  words  alfo,  aXIo- 

ongma!  Greek  could  from  thence  be  Vo  mudTas  guef- 
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beyond  what  it  is  carried,  either  in  the 
fcripture,  or  the  writings  of  all  contem¬ 
porary  Fathers  united  together  ;  nor  can 
a  perfon  read  the  “  epiftles  of  Ignatius,” 
and  not  have  excited  in  his  mind  a  much 
more  exalted  idea,  both*  of  Bifhops  and 
Prefbyters,  than  by  reading  all  the  other 
writers,  within  the  two  firft  centuries. 
Any  common  reader,  by  going  over  the 
colledtion  of  teftimonies  brought  to  view, 
i  in  this  volume,  may,  with  his  own  eyes, 
fee  this  to  be  the  truth  of  fact. 

Let  the  difputd  about  the  fuperiority 
of  Bifhops  to  Prefbyters  be  as  it  may,  no¬ 
thing  is  more  evident,  than  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  relative  to  the  Clergy,  befpeaking 
for  them  reverence  and  fubjeilion,  was 
quite  different  after  the  fecond  century, 
from  what  it  was  before.  And  as  the 
language,  in  the  “  Ignatian  epiftles,’  ’  up¬ 
on  this  head,  is  fo  unlike  that  t.f  the  age 
in  which  he  lived,  and  agrees  fo  well  with 
that,  which  was,  in  fait,  ufed  afterwards, 
it  is  a  fure  mark  of  unfair  dealing  fome- 
how  or  other.  Either  Ignatius  was  not 
the  writer  of  “  thefe  epiftles,”  or  they  have 
been  bafely  and  fraudulently  corrupted, 
fmce  his  death.  No  one,  unbiafied  in  his 

mind. 
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mind,  can,  I  fhould  think,  be  at  any  lol» 
to  determine  thus.— To  proceed. 

It  is  moft  of  all  worthy  of  confidera- 
tion,  that  the  words.  Bishop  and  Pres¬ 
byter,  are,  in  the  Ignatian  epiftles,  ap¬ 
propriated  terms  ;  not  ufed  promis¬ 
cuously,  but  in  a  distinctive  fenle. 
Bifhops  are  never  here  called  Prefbyters  • 
nor,  on  the  other  hand,  are  Prefbyters  ever 
called  Bifhops.  The  mode  of  diflion  is 
this  j  “  Being  fubje6f  to  your  Bifhop, 
and  the  Prefbytery.”—"  Obeying  your 
Bifhop,  and  the  Prefbytery,  with  an  in¬ 
tire  affefhon.”— “Seeing  I  have  been  judg¬ 
ed  worthy  to  fee  you  by  Damas,  your  Bi- 
ihop ;  and  by  your  worthy  Prefbyters, 
Bahus  and  Apollonius”. — “  Jn  whom  I 
mjoice,  for  that  he  is  fubjeft  unto  his  Bi- 
ihop,  as  to  the  grace  of  God  ;  and  to  the 
Prefbytery,  as  to  the  law  of  JefusChrift.”--. 
“He  that  does  any  thing  without  the  Bi- 
Ibop,  and  Prefbyters  is  not  pure  in  his 
conscience.”--- “  Being  fubjeft  to  your 
tii mop,  as  to  the  command  of  God  :  and 

wK-mTfet°the  Pre%tery.”— “  I  cried, 

J  f  1  was  ani°ng  you,  I  fpake  with  a 
loud  voice,  attend  to  the  Bifhop,  and  to 

the  Prefbytery, See  thai  ye  all  fol- 

^  M  m  low 
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lpw  your  Bifhop,  as  Jefus  Chrift  the  Fa¬ 
ther  ;  and  the  Prefbytery  as  the  Apof- 
tles.” — “  I  falute  your  very  worthy  Bifhop, 
and  your  venerable  Prefbytery.” — You 
obferve,  the  terms  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter, 
are  ufed,  in  thefe  paffages,  in  the  appro¬ 
priated  fenfe  ;  and  they  are  ufed  in 
the  fame  fenfe  throughout  the  epiftles. 
Nor  can  an  inftance  be  given  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  The  appropriation  of  thefe 
terms  is  not  accidental,  but  defigned;  and 
it  runs  through  all  the  copies  of  thefe 
epiftles,  the  Ufherian  and  Vofiian,  as  well 
as  thofe  that  were  extant  before  them  : 
and  it  is  fo  facred  and  inviolable,  that  it 
is,  in  no  cafe,  at  no  time,  upon  no  occa- 
fion,  departed  from.  \ 

> 

What  agreement,  now,  is  there  be¬ 
tween  the  fuppoled  Ignatius,  and  his  con¬ 
temporaries,  upon  this  head  ?  Do  they 
ufe  the  words,  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter,  as 
he  does,  in  an  appropriated  fixed  fenfe  ? 
It  cannot,  with  any  face  of  truth,  be  af¬ 
firmed,  that  they  do.  Far  from  this,  tney 
differ  as  much  from  him,  in  their  ufe  of 
thefe  terms,  as  they  do  from  any  of  the 
writers  of  the  third,  or  fourth  centuries. 

There  is  indeed  no  writer,  either  before 

Ignatius, 
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Ignatius,  or  at  the  time  when  he  wrote, 
or  even  afterwards  for  more  than  an  hun¬ 
dred  years,  that  ufes  thefe  words  as  he 
does,  in  a  fenfe  fo  certainly,  and  invaria¬ 
bly,  fixed  and  appropriated.  The  rea¬ 
der  is  defired  to  compare  the  pretended 
Ignatius’s  mode  of  diBion,  upon  this  point, 
with  that  which  is  held  out  to  view,  in 
the  prefent  volume,  from  all  the  writers 
until  towards  the.clofie  of  the  fecond  cen¬ 
tury  ;  and  he  may  then,  from  ocular  in- 
fpedtion,  be  convinced,  that  he  greatly 
differs  from  them  all;  and  eminently  in  . 
this  refpect,  that  he  invariably  ufes  the 
words,  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter,  in  the  ap¬ 
propriated  fenfe ;  while  they  ufe  them 
promifcuoufly,  fometimes  calling  Bilhops, 
Prefbyters  ;  and  fometimes  Prefbyters, 
Bifhops  :  meaning  by  both  terms  one  and 
the  lame  order  of  officers  in  the  church. 
He  will  evidently  fee,  in  “  Hermas’s  paf- 
tor,  that  the  word,  Bifhops,  is  explained 
to  fignify,  “  thofe  that  prefide  in  the 
church  and  that  thofe  who  prefide  in 
the  church  are  “  the  Prefbyters  of  it.” 
He  will  at  once  perceive,  in  “  Clement’s 
epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,”  that  the  fame 
officers  who  are  called  “  Prefbyters,”  are 
directly  fpoken  of  as  «  caff  out  of  their 

'*•  Epifcopacy." 
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Epifcopacy.”  When  he  turns  to  Poly¬ 
carp,  the  fuppofed  collector  of  the  “  Ig- 
rsatian  epiftles,”  and  the  next  and  near- 
eft  writer  to  him,  fo  far  will  he  be  from 
finding  an  analogy  between  “  his  epif- 
tle,”  and  the  “  epiftles  of  Ignatius,” 
that  he  no  where  fpeaks  of  the  Bifhop 
of  Philippi,  or  ofanyotherchurch  :nordoes 
he  fo  much  as  mention  the  word,  Bifhop  j 
which  is  really  unaccountable,  if  it  be  re¬ 
membered,  conformably  to  the  fentimentp 
of  Epifcopalians,  that  Ignatius  had  very 
lately,  and  under  the  moft  extraordinary 
circutnftances  too,  wrote  “  his  epiftles,” 
and  that  Polycarp  was  particularly  ac¬ 
quainted  with  them  ;  yea,  that  he  had 
wrote  “  one  epiftle  to  Polycarp”  himfelf, 
and  another  to  “  his  church  at  Smyrna,” 
in  one  of  which  he  “  pawns  his  foul 
for  them  that  were  obedient  to  the  Bi¬ 
fhop,  and  the  other  Clergy  and,  in  the 
ether,  makes  the  Bifhop  fo  neceffary,  that 
“  no  adminiftration  could  be  valid  with¬ 
out  him,  but  whatever  he  fhould  approve 
would  be  pleafing  to  God.”  And  he 
will  be  no  more  able  to  find  in  Juftin 
Martyr,  or  Irenseus,  an  appropriated 
life  of  the  terms,  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter, 
than  in  either  of  the  foregoing  writers. 

Irenaeus, 
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Iremeus,  it  is  true,  frequently  ufes  thefe 
terms,  but  in  the  promiscuous  fenfe  ; 
as  no  one  can  be  at  a  lofs  to  perceive,  who 
will  be  at  the  trouble  of  reading  over  the 
teftimonies,  in  this  work,  produced  out 
of  his  writings  :  nor  are  the  words,  Bi- 
fhop  and  Prefbyter,  ufed  as  appropri¬ 
ated  ones,  until  towards  the  dole  of  the 
fecond  century  ;  and,  even  then,  the  ap¬ 
propriation  was  not  fteadily  fixed. 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  who  chiefly  flou— 
riftied  in  the  latter  end  of  the  fecond  cen- 
tury,  and  the  beginning  of  the  third,  is 
the  firft  writer  who  ufes  the  mode  of 
fpeech,  fo  common,  and  invariable,  with 
Ignatius,  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  and  Dea¬ 
cons  ;  and  yet,  fo  long  after  the  days  of 
Ignatius,  the  diftindt  appropriation 
°frtliefe  names  was  not  certainly  fixed. 
We  mull  go  into  the  third  century,  I 
may  rather  fay,  beyond  it,  before  the 
appropriation,  after  the  manner  of  Ig¬ 
natius,  is  conftant,  facred,  and  invari- 


Upon  which,  the  enquiry  is  highly  per 
tinent,  how  fhould  Ignatius  conftantly 

Pr5T>f0/eVer>  U^6  the  words>  Piihop  an< 

Prefbyter,  not  in  the  fenfe  in  which  the] 
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were  ufed,  in  the  age  in  which  he  wrote  ; 
but  in  the  fenfe,  in  which  they  were  u- 
fed,  in  other  ages,  long  after  his  death  ? 
This  certainly  looks  fufpicious, and  ought, 
in  all  reafon,  to  put  us  upon  our  guard, 
left  we  fhould  take  fome  jugling  impoftor 
for  the  worthy,  and  primitive  Ignatius. 
Words,  we  know,  often  vary  in  their  fig- 
nification  ;  and  fometirnes,  when  ufed  in 
this  or  that  particular  fenfe,  are  as  fure  a 
mark  of  fuch  a  particular  age,  as  the  fpe- 
cial  mode  or  falhton  of  garments.  And 
this  is  plainly  the  cafe  here.  Before  the 
days  of  Ignatius,  about  the  time  of  his 
living,  and  dying,  and  for  many  years 
after,  the  words,  Bifhop  and  Prefbyter, 
were  not  appropriated  names,  and  as 
fuch  applied  to  different  perfons ;  but 
were  indifferently  ufed  to  point  out 
either  Biihops,  or  Prefbyters :  whereas, 
towards  the  going  out  of  this  age,  or 
rather  the  coming  on  of  the  next,  they 
began  to  loofe  their  promiscuous  ufe, 
and  to  become  appropriated  terms, 
conveying  the  idea  of  different  perfons, 
who  were  commonly  known,  and  diftin- 
guifhed,  by  the  application  of  thefe  now 
different  names :  though,  it  ought  to  be 
remembered,  this  appropriation  was  not 

*.  fo 
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fo  sacred  and  inviolable,  as  in  the 
“  epiftles  of  Ignatius”,  till  we  have  got 
much  farther  from  the  age  in  which  he 
lived.  And  we  are  herefrom  prefented 
with  a  criterion,  by  which  we  may  de¬ 
termine,  with  all  defirable  certainty,  ei¬ 
ther.  that  Ignatius  did  not  write  the 
“  epiftles  that  go  under  his  name,  or 
that  they  have  been  bafely,  and  fraudu¬ 
lently,  corrupted  by  fome  bigot  for  cleri¬ 
cal  honor  and  power  ;  infomuch,  that 
there  is  no  knowing  the  real  fentiments 
of  the  true  Ignatius. 


I  have  now,  with  confcious  care  and 
impartiality,  endeavoured  to  exhibit  the 
true  ftate  of  the  “  epiftles”  called  “  Ig- 
natian  ;  leaving  it  with  the  reader  to 
judge  for  himfelf,  how  far  they  may,  with 
certainty,  be  depended  on ;  more  efpecial- 
ly  in  the  prefent  debate.  Poffibly,  he 
may  be  difpofed  to  queftion,  whether 
Ignatius  was  at  all  the  writer  of  the 
“epiftles”  that  are  afcribed  to  him  :  or, 
ihould  he  be  inclined  to  think  he  was, 
it  is  fcaice  fuppofable,  but  he  fhould  be 
clea?ly  fatisfied,  that  fome  fraudulent  hand 
has  made  him  write  in  a  manner  quite 

diftbnant 
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diffonant  from  the  times  in  which  he  liv¬ 
ed  ;  and  t®  fuch  a  degree,  as  to  unfit  his 
*«  epiflles”  to  be  repaired  to,  with  confi¬ 
dence,  in  the  debate  concerning  epifco- 
pacy. 

# 

Testimonies  from  Ignatkus 

The  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians. 

Sect.  I—**  I  received  therefore  in  the 
name  of  God  your  whole  multitude 
in  Onefimus  ;  who  by  inexpreffaible  love 
is  our’s,  but  according  to  the  flefh  is 
your  Bifhop  :  whom  I  befecch  you,  by 
Jefus  Chrift,  to  love  j  and  that  yoia  would 
all  ftrive  to  be  like  unto  him.  And  bleffed 
be  God,  who  has  granted  unto  you,  who 
are  fo  worthy  of  him,  to  enjoy  fuch  an 
excellent  Bifhop.” 

Sect.  II.  “  For  what  conce:rns  my  • 
fellow-fervant  Burrhus,  and  your  moil 
bleffed  Deacon  in  things  pertaining  to 
God; I  intreat  you  that  he  may  tarry  lon¬ 
ger,  both  for  your’s,  and  your  ]3ifhop’s 
honor.— It  is  therefore  fitting,  that  you 
fhould  by  all  means  glorify  Jefus  Chrifl, 

who  hath  glorified  you  s  that*  by  a 

uniform 
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uniform  obedience,  “  ye  may  be  perfe&ly 
jpined  together  in  the  fame  mind,  and  in 
the  fame  judgment ;  and  may  ali  fpeak 
the  fame  things  concerning  every  thing:” 
and  that,  being  fubjedt  to  your  Bifhop, 
and  the  Prefbytery,  ye  may  be  wholly  and 
thoroughly  fandHfied,” 

x  Sect.  III. —  “  But  forafmuch  as  cha¬ 
rity  fuffers  fhe  not  to  be  filent  towards 
you,  I  have  fit  ft  taken  upon  me  to  exhort 
you,,  that  ye  would  all  run  together  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  will  of  God.  For  event 
Je/us  Chrift,  our  infeperable  life,  is  fent 
by  the  will  of  the  Father  ;  as  the  Bifhops, 
appointed  unto  the  utnloft  ends  of  the 
earth,  are  by  the  will  of  Jefus  Chrift./* 
ft  immediately  follows. 


Sect.  IV.  et  Wherefore  it  will  bedorne 
you  to  run  together  according  to  the  will 
Oi  your  Biftiop,  as  alfo  ye  do.  For  your 
mmous  Prefbytery,  worthy  of  God,  is  fit- 
ted  asexatfly  to  the  Bilhop,  as  the  ftrjngs 

ar e  ,t0  th,e  ^arP;  Therefore  in  your  con¬ 
cord,  and  agreeing  charity,  jefus  Chrift  is 

Mng  ,  ana  every  fingle  perfon  among  you 
ttiafees  up  the  chorus  :  that  fo  being  all 

^  V  conlbnan^ 


722  IGNATIUS. 

* 

confonant  in  love,  and  takingup  the  long 
of  God,  ye  may,  in  a  perfect  unity,  with 
one  voice,  ling  to  the  Father  by  Jefus 
Chrift  ;  to  the  end  that  he  may  both  hear 
you,  and  perceive  by  your  works,  that 
ye  are  indeed  the  members  of  his  Soil. 
Wherefore  it  is  profitable  for  you  to  live 
in  an  unblemifhable  unity,  that  foye  may 
always  have  a  fellowlhip  with  God." 
The  next  words  are. 

Sect.  V.  “  For  if  I,  in  this  little  time, 
have  had  fuch  a  familiarity  with  your  Bi- 
/hop,  I  mean  not  a  carnal,  but  spiritual 
acquaintance  with  him  ;  how  much  more 
mufti  think  you  happy .who  are  fo  joined 
to  him,  as  the  church  is  to  jefus  Chrift, 
and  Jefus  Chrift  to  the  Father  j  that  fo 
all  things  may  agree  in  the  fame  unity. 
Let  no  man  deceive  himfelf ;  if  a  man  be 
not  within  the  altar,  he  is  deprived  of  the 
bread  of  God.  For  if  the  prayer  of  one 
or  two  be  of  fuch  force,  as  we  are  told  ; 
how  much  more  powerful  fliall  that  of 
the  Bilhop,  and  tKe  whole  church  be  ? 
He  therefore  that  does  not  come  together 
into  the  fame  place  with  it,  is  proud  and 
has  already  condemned  himfelf.  For  it 
is  written,  “  God  rclifteth  the  proiid.  Let 
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us  take  heed  therefore,  that  we  do  not  fefc 

ourfelves  againft  the  Bilhop,  that  we 
may  be  fubject  to  God.” 


Sect.  VI.  “  The  more  any  one  fees 
his  Bi/hop  filent,  the  more  let  him  revere 
him'.  For  whomfoever  the  Mailer  of  the 
houie  fends  to  be  over  his  own  houfhold, 
we  ought  in  like  manner  to  receive  him, 
as  we  would  do  him  that  fent  him.  It 
is  therefore  evident,that  we  ought  to  look 
upon  the  Bifhop,  even  as  we  would  do 
upon  the  Lord  himfelf.”--- 


if 


/ 


Sect.  XIII.  “  Let  it  be  your  care  there* 
fore^  to  come  more  fully  together, 
to  the  praife  and  glory  of  God.  For 
when  ye  meet  fully  together  in  the  fame 
place,  the  powers  of  the  devil  are  deltroy- 
ed,  and  his  mifchief  is  diflolved,  by  the 
unity  of  your  faith.”— 


Sect.  XX.  “  But  if  Jefus  Chrifl  Ihalf 
give  me  grace  through  your  prayers, 
and  it  be  his  will,  I  purpofe  in  a  fecond 
epiftie,  which  I  will  fuddenly  write  un- 
to  you,  to  manifeft  to  you  more  fully  the 
difpenfation  of  which  I  have  begun  to 
fpcak,  unto  the  new  man,  which  is  Jefus 

Chrift  it 


% 
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Chrift  ;  both  in  his  faith,  and  charity  ; 
in  his  (ufFering,  and  in  his  refurredion  : 
efpecially  if  the  Lord  fhall  make  known 
to  me,  that  ye  all  by  name  come  together 
in  common  in  one  faith,  and  in  one  Je- 
fus  Chrift  ;  who  was  of  the  race  of  Da- 
vid  according  to  theflefh,  the  fon  of  man, 
and  the  Son  of  God  ;  obeying  your  Bi- 
ihop  and  the  Prefbytery  with  an  entire 
affedion  ;  breaking  one  and  the  fame 
bread,  which  is  the  medicine  of  immor¬ 
tality  }  our  antidote  that  we  fhould  no; 
die,  but  live  forever  in  Chrift  Jefus.” 


The  epistle  to  the  Magnesians. 

.  >  ■  >  .  *  .  . 


Sect.  II.  Seeing  then,  I  have  been 
■judged  worthy  to  iee  you,  by  Damas 
your  moft  excellent  Bifhop  ;  and  by  your 
worthy  Prefbyters  Baffus,  and  Apolloni¬ 
us  ;  and  by  my  fellow-fervant  $otio,  the 
Deacon,  in  whom  I  rejoice  ;  forafmuch 
as  he  is  fubjed  unto  his  Bifhop  as  to 
the  grace  of  God,  and- to  the  Prefbytery 
as  to  the  law  of  jefus  Chrift  ;  I  deter-* 
mined  to  write  unto  you.” 


I 

L. 

k 

I 

} 
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Sect.  III.  “  Wherefore  i,t  will  be- 

*  '* 

«ome  you  alfo  not  to  ufe  your  Bifhop  too 

familiarly  upon  the  account  of  his  youth; 

▼**' . .  •  ,  but 


I 
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but  to  yield  all  reverence  to  him  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  power  of  God  the  Father  :  as 
alio  I  perceive,  that  your  holy  Prefbyters 
do  ;  not  confidering  his  age,  which  in¬ 
deed  to  appearance  is  young  ;  but  as  be¬ 
comes  thofe  who  are  prudent  in  God,fub~ 
mitting  to  him,  or  rather  not  to  him,  but 
to  the  Father  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, 
the  Bifhop  of  us  all.  It  will  therefore 
become  you,  with  all  fincerity,  to  obey 
your  Bifhop  ;  in  honor  of  him  whole 
pleafure  it  is  that  ye  fhould  do  fo.  Be- 
caufe  he  that  does  not*  do  fo,  deceives  not 
the  Bifhop  -whom  he  fees,  but  affronts 
him  that  is  invifible.  For  whatfoever  of 
this  kind  is  done,  it  reflets  not  upon 

man,  but  upon  God,  who  knows  the  fe¬ 
rrets  of  our  hearts.” 

f  ■*  7  -  ■ 

Sect.  IV.  “  It  is  therefore  fitting, 
that  we  fhould  not  only  be  called  Chrif- 
tians,  but  be  fo :  As  fome  call  indeed 
ibeir-  Governor  *  Bifhop  ;  but  yet  do  all 
things  without  him.  But  I  can  never 
link  that  fuch  as  thefe  have  a  good  con- 
cience,  feeing  they  are  not  gathered 
together  throughly  according  to  God’s 
commandment.” 

Sect.  VI. 

1 1  r  * 't  1 

•*  ite&gr- " iclic  » «*•» 
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Sect.  VI.  “  Forafmuch  therefore  as  I 
have,  in  the  perfons  beforementioned,  feen 
all  of  you  in  faith  and  charity  ;  I  exhort 
you  that  ye  ftudy  to  do  all  things  in  di¬ 
vine  concord  ;  your  Bifhop  prefiding  in 
the  place  of  God  ;  your  Prefbyters  in  the 
place  of  the  council  of  the  Apoftles  j 
and  your  Deacons  moft  dear  to  me,  being 
intrufted  with  the  miniftry  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
who  was  with  the  Father  before  all  ages, 
and  appeared  in  the  end  to  us.  Where¬ 
fore  taking  the  fame  holy  courfe,  fee  that 
ye  all  reverence  one  another  :  and  let  no 
one  look  upon  his  neighbor  after  the 
ilefh ;  but  do  ye  all  mutually  love  each 
other  in  Jefus  Chrift.  Let  there  be  no¬ 
thing  that  may  be  able  to  make  a  divi- 
fiori  among  you  ;  but  be  ye  united  to 
your  Bifhop,  and  thofe  who  prefide  over 
you,  to  be  your  pattern  and  dire&ion '  in 
the  way  to  immortality.”  The  next 
words  are. 

Sect.  VII.  “  As  therefore  the  Lord 
did  nothing  without  the  Father,  being 
united  to  him  j  neither  by  himfelf,  nor 
yet  by  his  Apoftles  ;  fo  neither  do  ye  any 
thing  without  your  Biftiop  and  Prefby- 

ters  ;  neither  endeavour  to  let  any  thing 

appear 

»  . 
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appear  rational  to  yourfelves  apart ;  but 
being  come  together  into  the  fame  place, 
have  one  common  prayer  i  one  fuDDlica-i 
tion ;  one  mind  ;  one  hope,  in  charity 
and  in  joy  undefiled.  There  is  one  Lord 
Jefus  Chrift,  than  whom  nothing  is  bet¬ 
ter.  Wherefore  come  ye  all  together  as 
unto  one  temple  of  God  j  as  to  one  al¬ 
tar ;  as  to  one  Jefus  Chrift  ;  who  pro¬ 
ceeded  from  one  Father,  and  exifts  in 
one,  and  is  returned  to  one.” 

Sect.  XIII.  Study  therefore  to  be 
confirmed  in  the  dodlrine  of  our  Lord, 
and  of  his  Apoftles  ;  that  fo  whatfoever 
ye  do  may  profper  together  with  your 
moft  worthyBilhop,  and  the  well  wrought 
Spiritual  crown  of  your  Prefbytery,  and 
your  Deacons  which  are  according  to 
God.  Be  fubjeft  to  your  Bilhop,  and 
to  one  another,  as  Jefus  Chrift  to  the  Fa- 
ther  according  to  theflelh  j  and  the  Apof- 

nfl  fb0t  l  t°rJCIhrift‘  and  t0  tke  Father, 
^nd  to  the  Holy  Ghoft  ;  that  fo  ye  may 

be  united  both  in  body  and  fpirit.”  * 

<J 3ect*  “  The  Ephefians  from 

myrna  falute  you,  from  which  place  I 

IJ,"  p.i°  y°u---together  with  Polycarp 
the  Bilhop  of  the  Smyrnajans  ”  J  * 

The 


.  I 


I  G  N  A  T  I  U 


r\ 


The  eppstle  to  the  Trallians, 


\  , 


Sect.  I.  “I  have  heard  of  your  blame- 
Iefs  and  conftant  difpofition  through  pa¬ 
tience,  which  not  only  appears  in  your 
outward  converfation,  but  is  naturally 
rooted  and  grounded  in  you  :  in  like  man¬ 
ner  as  Polybius  your  Bifhop  has  declared 
unto  me,  who  came  to  me  to  Smyrna,— 
and  To  rejoiced  with  me  in  my  bonds  for 
Jefus  Chrift,  that  in  effedt  I  found  youf 
whole  church  in  him.” — 


Sect.  II.  For  whereas  ye  are  Tub- 
led!:  to  your  Bifhop  as  to  Jefus  Chrift,  ye 
appear  to  me  to  live  not  after  the  man¬ 
ner  of  men,  but  according  to  JefusChrift; 
who  died  for  us,  that  fo  believing  in  his 
death,  ye  might  efcape  death.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  neceffary,  that  as  ye  do,  fo  without 
your  Bifhop,  you  fhould  do,  nothing : 
alfo  be  ye  fubject  to  your  Prefbyters,  as 
to  the  Apofties  of  Jefus  Chrift  our  hope, 
in  whom  if  we  walk,  we  fhallbe  found  in 
him.  The  Deacons  alfo,  as  being  thd 
miniftersof  the  myfteries  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
mu ft  by  all  means  pleafe  all.  For  they* 

#re  not  the  minifters  of  meat  and  drink, 

fcttt 
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but  of  the  church  of  God.  Wherefore 
™ey  miift  avoid  all  offences,  as  they 

Sect.  II I.  “In  like  manner,  let  all  re¬ 
verence  the  Deacons  as  Jefus  Chrift  ;  ancf 
the  Bi/hop  as  the  Father  “  and  the  Pref- 
oyters  as  the  fanhedrim  of  God,  and  col¬ 
lege  of  the  Apoffles.  Without  thefe 
there  is  no  church.  Concerning  all 
winch  I  am  perfuadcd,  that  ye  think  af¬ 
ter  the  fame  manner  :  for  I  have  received, 
and^even  now  have  with  me,  the  pat¬ 
tern  of  your  love  in  your  Bifhop  :  vvhofe 
veiy  look  is  mftructive  ;  and  who fe 

f  1^nf  s , 13  powerful :  whom  I  am  per- 
fuaded,  the  very  Atheifts  themfelves  can¬ 
not  but  reverence”.— 

Sect,  VII.  “Wherefore  guard  your- 

youC  wdfd  ^  vCh  Perf°ns*  And7tha£ 
>ou  wi.l  do,  if  you  are  not  puffed  up  ; 

Cu  inleperable  from  Jefus 

,n^ our  God,  and  from  your  Bifhoo 

Ifcthatb'' ^  .C?mm,and  of  ‘he  Aponte! 

He  tnatu  withm  the  altar  is  pure:  but 
he  that  ,s  without,  that  is,  thafdoesany 
wlchout  ‘he  Biihop,  and  p,refl,yters* 

©  Q  + 
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and  Deacons,  is  not  pure  in  his  con¬ 
ference’’. 

Sect.  XII.  “  I  falute  you  from  Smyr¬ 
na. - My  bonds,  that  I  carry  about 

with  me  for  the  fake  of  Chrift,—  exhort , 
you,  that  you  continue  in  concord  a- 
mong  yourfelves,  and  in  prayer  with  one 
another.  For  it  becomes  every  one  of 
you,  efpecially  the  Prefbyters,  to  refrefh 
the  Bifhop,  to  the  honor  of  the  Father 
of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  of  the  Apoftles.”— 

Sect.  XIII.— ((  Fare  ye  well  in  Jefus 
Chrift ;  being  fubject  to  your  Bifhop,  as 
to  the  command  of  God,  and  fo  likewife 
to  the  Prefbytery.  Love  every  one  his 
brother  with  an  unfeigned  heart.  My 
foul  be  your  expiation,  not  only  now, 
but  when  I  (hall  have  attained  to  God  ; 
for  I  am  yet  under  danger. — 

The  epistle  to  the  Romans. 

Sect.  II.— “  Wherefore  ye  cannot  do 
me  a,  greater  kindnefs,  than  to  fuffer  me 
to  be  facrificed  to  God,  now  that  the  al¬ 
tar  is  already  prepared  :  that  when  ye  fhali 

be  gathered  together  in  love,  ye  may  give 

1  thanks 
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thanks  to  the  Father,  through  Chrift 
Jefus ;  that  he  has  vouchfafed  to  bring 
a  Biiliop  of  Syria  unto  you,  being  called 
from  the  eaft  to  the  weft.”-, 

Sect.  IX.  “  Remember  in  your  pray¬ 
ers  the  church  of  Syria,  which  now  en¬ 
joys  God  for  its  fhepherd  inftead  of  me  ; 

Let  Jefus  Chrift  only  overfee  it,  and  your 

charity.” —  3  • 

4 

‘  »  *  \,v  J  i  4  J  !/  h  i  >  /  i  }*  t1  •  •  f  C'%  *  > 

The  epistle  to  the  Philadelphians, 

r 

1  i  ,1  v  '  - v!  J  P  \  |  *  (Tk  ■  4 

The  inscription. 

“  Ignatius,  who  is  alfo  called  Theo* 
phorus,  to  the  church  of  God  the  Father 

PhM  5“,r  i°rd  Je/US  Chrift*  which  is  at 

Philadelphia  in  Afia ;  which  has  obtained 
mercy,  being  fixed  in  the  concord  of 
od,  and  rejoicing  evermore  in  the  pafli- 
on  of  our  Lord,  and  being  fulfilled  in  all 

mercy  through  his  refurre&ion  :  which 
alfo  I  falute  in  the  blood  of  Chrift  Jefus 
which  is  our  eternal  and  undefiled  joy  - 
especially  if  they  are  at  unity  with  the  Bi^ 
Piop,  and  Prefbyters  who  are  with  him 
and  the  Deacons  appointed  according  to 

StlT  °AJefUSChrift  j  wh°ni  he* has 

fr  /f  K0?? 5°  hi.s  own  will  in  all 

prmnefs  by  his  holy  Spirit Sect 


f 


Sect.  I.  <{  Which  Bifhop  I  know  ob¬ 
tained  that  miniftry  among  you,  not  of 
himielf,  neither  by  men,  nor  out  of  vain, 
glory  ;  but  by  the  love  of  God  the  Fa¬ 
ther,  and  our  Lord  Jefus  Ghrift  :  whofq 
moderation  I  admire  ;  who  by  his  fi- 
lence  is  able  to  do  more,  than  others  with 
all  their  vain  talk.  For  he  is  fitted  to 
the  commands,  as  the  harp  to  its  firings.” — 

Sect.  II.  "  Wherefore  as. becomes  the 
children  both  of  the  light  and  of  truth  j 
Bee  divifions  and  falfe  dodtrines  :  but 

»  -  ,  r 

where  your  mepherd  is,  there  do  ye,  as 
fheep  follow  after.  For  there  are  many 
wolves,  who  feem  worthy  of  belief,  that 
with  a  falfe  pleafure  lead  captive  thofe 
that  run  in  the  courfe  of  God  :  but  in. 

'  t  ?  *  % 

your  concQrd  they  fhall  find  no  place.” 

Sect.  III.  “  Abftain  therefore  front 
thofe  evil  herbs  which  Jefus  Chrifl:  does 
tiotdrefs  ;  becaufe  fuch  are  not  the  plan¬ 
tation  of  the  Father.  Not  that  I  have 

>  ^  i  »  x’* 

found  any  divifions  among  you,  but  ra¬ 
ther  all  manner  of  purity.  For  as  many 
as  are  of  God,  and  of  Jefus,  are  alfo 
with  their  Bifhop.  And  as  many  as 
|fi,aU  with  repentance  return  into  the 
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pnity  of  the  church,  even  thefe  fhall  alfo 
fee  .the  fervants  of  God,  that  they  may 
hve  according  to  jefus  Chrift.  Be  not 
deceived,  brethren  :  if  any  one  follows 
him  that  makes  a  fchiltn  in  the  church, 
he  fliall  not  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God! 
If  any  one  walks  after  any  other  opini- 

Chrift6’*  3greeS  m  With  the  Pa*P°«  of 

Sect.  IV.  c:  Wherefore,  let  it  be 
pur  endeavor  to  partake  all  of  the 
fame  eucharift.  For  there  is  but  one 
Pdh  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  ;  and 
one  cup,  in  the  unity  of  his  blood  ;  on* 
altar  •,  as  alfo  there  is  one  Bilhop,  toge¬ 
ther  with  his  Prefbytery,  and  the  Dea- 
cons  my  fellow  fervants  :  that  fo  what- 

ioever  ye  do,  ye  may  do  it  according  to 
the  will  of  God.”  $ 


( 


Sect.  VI. — “  Flee  therefore  the  wick¬ 
ed  arts  and  fnares  of  the  prince  of  this 
world  j— but  come  all  together  into  the 
lame  place,  with  an  undivided  heart.”—  i 


Sect.  VII. — “  I  cried  whilftl  was 
among  you,  I  fpake  with  a  loud  voice  s 
attend  to  the  Bilhop,  and  to  the  Prelbyl 

'  tery. 
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terv,  and  to  the  Deacons.  Now  Tome 
fuppofed,  that  I  fpake  this  as  forefeeing  the 
divifions  that  fhould  come  among  you. 
But  he  is  my  witnefs,  for  whofe  fake  I 
am  in  bonds,  that  I  knew  nothing  from 
•  any  man.  But  the  fpirit  fpake,  faying 
on  ftiis  wife  j  Do  nothing  without  the 
Bifhop  :  keep  your  bodies  as  the  temples 
of  God  :  love  unity  :  flee  divifions  :  be  ye 
followers  of  Chrift,  as  he  was  of  the 
Father.” 

Sect.  VIII.  “  I  did  therefore  as  be¬ 
came  me,  as  a  man  compofed  to  unity. 
For  where  there  is  divifion  and  wrath, 
God  dwelieth  not.  But  the  Lord  for¬ 
gives  all  that  repent,  if  they  return  to  the 
unity  of  God,  and  the  council  of  the 
Bifhop.”— 

v 

Sect.  X.  “  Now  as  concerning  the 
church  of  Antioch  which  is  in  Syria  ; — 
it  will  become  you,  as  the  church  of  God, 
to  ordain  fome  Deacon  to  go  to  them 
thither  as  the  ambaflador  of  God  ;  that 
he  may  rejoice  with  them  when  they  meet 
together,  and  glorify  God’3  name.  Blef- 
fed  be  that  man  in  Jefus  Chrift,  who 
fhaU  be  found  worthy  of  fuch  a  miniftry  i 

and 
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and  ye  yourfelves  alfo  fhall  be  glorified, 
^ow  if  ye  be  willing,  it  is  not  impoffible 
for  you  to  do  this  for  the  fake  of  God  : 
as  alfo  the  other  neighbouring  churches 
have  fent  them,  fome  Bifhops,  fome 
Priefts,  and  Deacons.” 

The  epistle  to  the  Smyrnasans. 

Sect.  VIII.  “  See  that  ye  all  follow 
your  Bifhop,  as  Jefus  Chrift,  the  Father  j 
and  the  Prefbytery  as  the  Apoftles.  And 
reverence  the  Deacons,  as  the  command 
of  God.  Let  no  man  do  any  thing  of 
what  belongs  to  the  church  feparately 
from  the  Bi/hop.  Let  that  eucharift  be 
looked  upon  as  well  eflablifhed,  which  is 
either  offered  by  the  Bifhop,  or  by 
him  to  whom  the  Bifhop  has  given  his 
confent.  Wherefoever  the  Bifhop  (hall 
appear,  there  let  the  people  alfo  be  :  as 
where  Jefus  Chrift  is,  there  is  the  catho- 
church.  It  is  not  lawful  without  the 
Bifhop,  either  to  baptife,  or  to  cele¬ 
brate  the  holy  communion  :  but  what¬ 
soever  he  fhall  approve  of,  that  is  alfo 
pleafing  to  God;  that  fo  whatever  is 
^one,  may  be  fure  and  well  done/ _ 

'  >  f  f  v  -V  -V>  m  W  • 

*  v  *  ~  ►.*  :  V-v  %  ..  V 

V  *  *■  »  -v  w  v  %  K  '*  4  t 
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Sect.  IX.  “  For  what  remains,  it  is  ve¬ 
ry  reafonable  that  we  fhottld  repent,  whilffc 
there  is  yet  time  to  return  to  God .  It 
is  a  good  thing  to  have  a  due  regard 
both  to  God  and  the  Bifhop  :  he  that 
honors  the  Bifhop,  fhall  be  honored  of 
God  :  but  he  that  does  any  thing  with¬ 
out  his  knowledge,  minifters  unto  the 


Sect.  XI.™ “  Itwiflbe  ntting,  and 
for  the  honor  of  God,  that  your  church 
appoint  fome  worthy  delegate,  who,  be¬ 
ing  come  as  far  as  Syria,  may  rejoice  to¬ 
gether  with  them  that  are  in  peace. — 
Wherefore  I  fhould  think  it  a  worthy 
aftion  to  fend  fome  one  from  you,  with 
an  epiftle,  to  congratulate  with  them' 
their  peace  in  God.*’ 

*  4  >  *  a  ^  *  :•  ’  * 

Sect.  XII. - <«  I  falute  your  ver^ 

worthy  Bifhop,  and  your  venerable  Pref- 
bytery,  and  your  Deacons  my  fellow-fer- 
vants  j  and  all  of  you  in  general,  and 
every  one  in  particular,  in  the  name  of 
Jefus  Ghnft,”~i«  vv  •  ; 


# 


. 
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The  epistle  to  Polycarp. 

The  INSCRIPTION. 

1  Ignatius,  who  is  alfo  called  Theo- 
pnorus,  toPolycarp,  Bifhop  of  the  church, 
vvnichis  at  Smyrna  ;  their  overfeer,  but  ra¬ 
ther  himlelf  overlooked  byGod  the  Father, 
and  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift :  ail  happincfs.” 

Sect  I  — “  Maintain  thy  place  with 
all  cat  e  both  of  flefh  and  fpirit  :  make  it 
t ny  endeavor  to  preferye  unity,  than  which 

Gcd'nfnU  b£ttr;-7SPeak* to everV  one  a* 

God  iliall  enable  thee.”— 

nedeaJd  not  tIie.  wido«'S  be 

neglected  :  be  thou,  after  God,  their 

out rthtnC  L1et,nothing  be  done>  with- 
do  thon  now  tedSe  and  confer, t :  neither 

w^l  r  f  ra7  thm§  but  accorfhng  to  the 
con]-  nr  /  "  ^  th°U  do(i  with  «» 

fuh  n  '  •  Let  y°ur  aflemblies  be  more 

neither  let  them  he  n°ifaid;fervams  i 

i_*  ,,  ,r  tnem  De  purred  up,  but  rather 
God  tl7n,0re  fub)'ea  ,‘oPiheglo?y  o£ 
better  libtrty.'-J“ay  °btam  from  h™  a 

-*  „  r  ^  P  Sect, 

!XONOMATOSPANTAC2fpTpi>i  1  t  r 

fcr  f«k  out,  all  by  name,  "  “  “  ~  ‘  ‘  h  -  Intluife  affe-> 
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Sect.  V.  “  If  any  man  can  remain  in 
a  virgin  ftate,  to  the  honor  of  the  flefh 
of  Ch rift,  let  him  remain  without  boaft- 
Ing;  but  if  he  boaft  he  is  undone.  And 
if  he  defire  to  be  more  taken  notice  of 
than  the  Bifhop,  he  is  corrupted.  But 
It  becomes  all  luch  as  are  married,  whe¬ 
ther  men  or  women,  to  come  together 
with  the  confent  of  the  Bifhop,  that  fo 
their  marriage  may  be  according  to  god- 
linefs,  and  not  in  luft.  Let  all  things  be 
done  to  the  honor  of  God.” 

Sect.  VI.  “  Hearken  unto  the  Bi¬ 
fhop,  that  God  may  alfo  hearken  unto 
you.  My  foul  be  fecurity  for  them  that 
i'ubmit  to  their  Bifhop,  with  their  Prefby- 
ters  and  Deacons.  And  may  my  portion 
be  together  with  their’s  in  God.” — 

Sect.  VII.  “  It  will  be  very  fit,  O 
moft  worthy  Polycarp,  to  call  a  felefl 
council,  and  chufe  fome  one  whom  ye 
particularly  love,  and  who  is  patient  of 
labor  ;  that  he  may  be  the  mefienger  of 
God  :  and  that  going  into  Syria,  he  may 
glorify  your  inceftant  love,  to  the  praife 
of  Chrift.”— - 

^  K' 


Sect, 


\ 
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Sect.  VIII.  But  forafmuch  as  I  have 
not  been  able  to  write  to  all  the  chui- 
ehes— do  you  write  to  the  churches  that 
are  near  you,  as  being  inftrufted  in  the 
will  of  God,  that  they  alfo  do  in  like 
manner.  Let  thofe  that  are  able  fend 
meflengers,  and  let  the  reft  fend  their  let¬ 
ters  by  thofe  who  (hall  be  fent  by  you  ; 
that  you  may  be  glorified  to  all  eternity, 
of  which  you  are  worthy.”— 

Observations  and  Remarks  upon  the 
'  testimonies  from  Ignatius. 

THOUGH  I  have  enlarged, in  the  fore¬ 
going  pages,  upon  the  reafons  we  have 
to  think,  that  the  “  feven  epiftles”  of  Ig¬ 
natius  are  either  spurious,  or  fo  inter¬ 
larded  WITH  AFTER  ADDITIONS  aS  not 

to  be  depended  on  ;  yet,  I  can  truly  fay, 
I  was  not  moved  to  this  from  an  appre- 
henfion,  that  “  thefe  epiftles,”  unlefs  ta¬ 
ken  out  of  the  way,  would  be  ruinous,  or 
indeed  at  all  hurtful,  to  the  caufe  in  the 
defence  of  which  I  am  engaged.  Epif- 
copalians,  I  know,  ever  repair  to  them  as 
their  main  ftrength  j  and  are  ready  to 
think,  and  fay,  that  we  are  difpofed  to 
fpeak  injurioufly  of  them,  upon  any 

pretences* 


*  i 


/ 


4 


* 
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pretences,  however  flighty,  becaufe  they 
fpeak  (o  clearly  and  fully  againfl  us.  But 
they  are  herein  greatly  miftaken.  It  as 
owing  tp  the  force  of  truth,  and  not  to 
prejudice, .  or  fear  left  our  caufe  fliould 
fufrer,  if  tried  by  them,  that  we  reprefent 
tnem  a§  under  very  ftrong  marks  of  iuf- 
picion.  And  to  induce  a  belief  of  this, 
and,  at  the  iame  time,  to  do  juftice  to  our 
ftcie  of  the  difpute,  I  fliall,  in  what  fol- 
lows,  fuppofe  thefe  “  epiftles”  to  be  ge¬ 
nuine,  as  truly  fo  as  the  writings  of 
Clement,  or  any  other  primitive  Father  ; 
and,  in  this  view  of  them,  endeavor* 
to  fltew,  that  they  furnifh  much  more 
evidence  in  favor  of  us,  than  of  the  Epif- 
copahans  ;  and  that  they  may  be  juftly 
brought  as  witnefles  in  defence  of.  our 
cauie,  rather  than  their’s. 

In  order  to  fet  this  matter  in  a  fair 
pouit  of  light,  let  it  be  remembered,  the 
Bifhops  pleaded  for  by  onr  antagonifts 
&re  diocesan  ones  ;  and  the  powers 
they  make  essential  to  the  epifcopal 
office,  and  exclude  Prefbyters  from,  are 

thoieof  GOVERNMENT,  ORDINATION,  and 

confirmation.  Let  us  now  review  the 
i<s  Ignatian  teftimonies,”  and  fee  whether 
*  they 


\ 
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they  fpeak  of  such  Bishops,  or  these 
powers  that  are  faid  to  be  essential 
to  tneir  office,  and  charadteriftical  of  it. 

th/ftHfleft  if5'"  "''-h  fal'ns'  ,hat>  uP°n 

•he  Tra',0n-°faUthatisfaidi“ 

be  founti  that  will  lead  one  into  theS  idea 

•  as  i,  lTSA\B'f°p-  1(  is  as  ™dent 

of  «  ,t,  /an  f’,  fr°m  fbe  whole  tenor 
of  “  thefe  eptftles,”  ,hat  ,he  knatiah 
B.lhop  was  the  paftotal  head  o t  a  L"  “ 

osMtGATioa,  Who  ufually  met  toee- 
the.  In  one  place,  and  united  in  an  attfn- 
dance  on  the  inflations  of  Chrirtianity 
So  much  is  to  be  met  with  up™  this 

preff'thff  m  la"SuaSe  fo  fulled  ex- 
Fels,  that  no  reafonable  room  is  left  for 
hefitation  or  doubt.  £  0r 

Ignatius  “  infcribes”  all  thefe  enif- 
thi'  a°ndSI.  SGLEf/°CietieS  °f  Chriftians,  in 

in » PhifadX^.erU^'  *n  "W*£2 

applies  leverahy  to  thefe  chureh  A"d  1,6 
would  fpeak  to  »  fit  churches>  as  one 

Chriftians,  whole  cuftom  ?0ngref 1 “on  °f 

>7  «o  affemble  in 

S*  ' . ■  <  one 


2<)2 
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one  in  worfhipping  God  through  jefus 
Chrift.  And  not  only  fo,  but  the  direfti- 
ons  and  exhortations  he  gives,  both  to 
thefe  churches,  and  their  Bifhops,  are  fuch 
as  make  it  morally  certain,  that  he  writes 
to  fingle  congregations  of  Chriftians,  and 
not  a  number  of  them  conftituting 
one  church.  Inftances  to  this  purpofe 
might  eafily  be  produced  out  of  each  of 
«  thefe  epiftles.”  But,  as  fuch  an  enu¬ 
meration  would  be  both  needlefs,  and  te¬ 
dious,  I  fhall  feleft  only  a  few  ftriking 
fpecimens  that  muft  be  convincing  to 

prejudice  itfelf. 

He  fays  to  the  church  at  Ephefus, 

«  Tf  the  nraver  of  one  or  two  has  luch 

efficacy,  iol  much  more  that  of  tire 

Bifliop,  and  the  whole  church  .  He 

that  cometh  not  to  the  same  place  _  is 

purred 

*  The  phrafe  epi  to  auto,  may  be  imderftoo'i  ^ 
ferring  either  to  time,  place,  or  DESI ,.T  , f 

accordingly  tranflatcd,  by  the  beft  cnttcs  m  all  thefe  fcn_ 

fes.  It’s  propriety  as  meaning  1  la  •  either 

therthen  design  ;  and  design  rather  than  etmer 

Of  ,l,t  forma,  7e"ntete  1"=h  i.  i>  6-?. 

as; ;» tjsz 

In  this  view  of  the  phrafe,  it  to  th  k 

here,  than  in  the  words  of  ^l^rnd  to  the  church 
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puffed  up  with  pride. - Endeavor  to 

meet  frequently  topraifeand  glorify  God. 
For  when  you  are  often  together  in  the 
same  place,  the  ftrength  of  fatan  is 
bioken.  Since  every  one  of  you  by 
name, ^  with  common  confent  meet  to¬ 
gether  in  one  faith,  and  one  Jefus  Chrift, 
breaking  one  loaf,  which  is  the  medi¬ 
cine  of  immortality.”— -This  is  proper 
language,  if  applied  to  a  fingle  fociety  of 

worfhipping 

of  England  as  any  man  in  his  day,  and  would  not  havr 
g-ven  this  turn  to  the  words,  could  he  have  pitched  'nl 
^ny  other  more  favorable  to  the  caufe  of  Epifcooacv 

or  f„  T  r  i'  "'tah,"  Pk"fe  is  iranlLed  here 

~  «  5S;  £ 

afBilhdpbaT  AeiV  hfadf  iThe”0116-" 

St  sss  iff t  SSFStfrif.  Si* 

single  co,vgrk  of1  be  fuPP°fed’ that  they  were 
the  natural  and  moft  oh  •  ;  efPeclaIIy’  as  this  is 

fences,  i„  which  ^  rite  nfr7“  m??mg  °f  aI1  the  fe"- 
difcourfe  with  which  ifh  ^  'vhole 
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worfhipping  Chriftians ;  but  not  cafily 
underftood,  if  confidered  as  directed  to  a 
diocefan  church  ;  or,  in  other  words,  a 
church  conftituted  of  a  number  of  con¬ 
gregations,  more  or  lefs,  incapable  of 
meeting  together  in  one  place,  and  of 
having  perfonal  communion  there  in 
the  public  offices  of  religion.  It  is  in¬ 
deed,  in  this  way  of  application,  quite 
unintelligible,  unlefs  we  recur  to  that 
figurative  mode  of  fpeech,  which  was 
made  neceflary  in  after  ages,  when  the 
church  began  to  appear  with  the  evi¬ 
dent  marks  of  antichrift. 

*  i  »  ' 

He  writes  to  the  church  in  Magnefia 
in  thefe  words,  “  When  you  meet  toge¬ 
ther,  let  there  be  one  prayer,  one  depre¬ 
cation,  *  one  mind. — There  is  one  Je- 
fus  Chrift,  than  whom  nothing  is  more 

excellent. 

*  It  has  been  urged,  that  the  mia  PROSEUChee,  and 

mia  deeesis,  to  which  the  “  Magnefian  church”  is 
here  exhorted,  is  no  proof,  that  it  did  not  confift  of  a. 
number  of  congregations,  who,  in  different  pla¬ 
ces,  offered  up  their  prayers  to  God.  It  is  acknow¬ 
ledged,  was  it  a  previously  indifputed  fad,  that 
this  church  did  coniift  of  a  number  of  congregati¬ 
ons,  f<  the  one  prayer,”  and  **  one  fupplication,"  here 
fpoken  of,  ought  to  be  underftood  in  a  fenfe  that  would 
comport  with  the  nature  of  fuch  a  church.  And  it  is 

-  not 
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excellent,  all  therefore  run  together  as 

to  ONE  TEMPLE  of  God,  3S  to  one  AL¬ 
TAR,  as  to  one  Jefus  Chrift.1'  Is  this 
fpeaking  to  a  dioccfs,  or  a  particular  con¬ 
gregation  cfChrjftians  ?  If  common  feufe 
fnay  be  the  judge,  there  can  be  no  difpute. 
*  he  cafe  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  it. 

He  thus  befpeaks  the  church  i ft  phila« 
delphia,  “  It  becomes  you,  as  a  church 
of  God  to  chufe  a  Deacon  to  go  thither 
[to  Antioch]  on  a  divine  embaffy,  that  he 

Qjl  may 

not  dented,  but  that  a  fen fe  might  be  invented,  in  which 
there  mipt  be  “  one  prayer,”  and  “  one  fupplication,” 
though  the  diurch,  that  joins  in  it ;  ftould  alfemble  in  m 
mmdred  different  places.  But  what  is  all  this  to  the 
purpofe  It  is  nothing  more  than  firft  fuppofing,  with¬ 
out  proving,  that  this  «  Maghefian  church”  was  of 
diocesan  KIND,  a' complex  body,  made  one  by 
me  union  of  its  feveral  parts  with  a  Bifhop  at  its  head* 
and  then  putting  a  fenfe  on  thefe  words,  as  grounded  oil 
this  fuppofition.  Such  reasoning,  if  ufed  by  others 
°U.  he  called  ameer  begging  the  queftion.  Every 
one  knows,  that  the  church  of  England,  though  a  com- 
p  ex;  body,  made  up  of  a  confiderable  number  of  dig¬ 
resses,  in  each  of  which  there  are  many  worthin' 
Jpg  aflembhes  of  Chriftians,  does,  and  mult,  join  m 
one  prayer,  and  in  “  one  fupplication”,  becaufe  thev 

lie  add  relies  to  He  ven  7  aJ  T  ^  pub' 
th»  chitrclipe  I„  .  A,ld  was  11  as  certain,  that 

W^rfliinDirwy  vvrites  to  coafifted  of  a  number  of 

Trs  nfPf  th!  r  Sbm°re  °r  le<:s’  Wh0’in  their  P*ray- 

from  ,|wlrh»f  ne  Words’,?°  argument  could  be  deduced 
irom  their  one  prayer,”  and  “  one  fuppHcation,”  in 

evidence 


I 


29*6  I  G  N  A  T  I  1/  & 

may  rejoice  with  them,  being  assem¬ 
bled  together.” - Let  me  afk  here, 

was  it  a  diocefs,  or  a  fingle  congre¬ 
gation,  who,  as  a  Cbriftian  church, 
were  to  make  choice  of  a  meflenger 
to  go  to  Antioch  ?  And  was  it  the  church 
of  Chriftians  at  Antioch,  or  a  whole  dio- 
cefs,  that  this  meffenger  was  to  rejoice 
with,  when  they  had  affembled  together  ? 
No1  reaionable  anfwer  can  be  given  to 
thefe  queftions,  but  the  right  one;  which 
Is,  that  a  fingle  congregation  of  Chrifti¬ 
ans  only  is  addrefled  to.  It  follows  in 
the  next  words,  “  Happy  in  Chrift  Jefus 
Is  he  who  fhall  be  thought  worthy  of  fuch 
a  miniftry  t  if  ye  be  willing,  ye '  may  do 
this  for  the  fake  of  God  ;  as  the  other 
neighbouring  churches  have  lent, 
fome  Bifhops,  fome  Prefbyters,  and  fome 

Deacons.” 

evidence  of  their  being  fingle  focieties  of  Chriflians.  But 
the  point  in  queftion  is,  whether  thefe  churches  were 
DIOCESAN,  or  SINGLE  CONGREGATIONS  and 
It  is  a  good  argument,  in  proof  of  the  latter,  that  they 
are  called  upon  to  meet  together,  that  they  may  unite 
as  one  in  prayer  and  fupplication  to  God.  They 
might,  in  fome  contrived  fenfe,  be  faid  to  do  this,  if 
they  met  in  different  alfemblies  ;  but  it  ought  to  be  clear¬ 
ly  and  fully  proved,  that  they  thus  met,  before  this  fenfe 
can  reafonably  be  put  upon  the  words.  They  are  % 
moft  naturally,  eafily,  and  obvioufly  applicable  to  o  n  e 
affembly  of  Chriftians,  uniting  in  prayer  to  Almighty- 
God  ^  nor  Ihould  this  fenfe  be  departed  from,  unkfc 
evident  neceffity  ftiould  call  for  it* 


S 


Deacons.”  Is  the  mode  of  diftion,  here 
pfed,  epifcopalian,  or  congregational  ?  Is 
k  the  practice  of  dioceffes,  or  jingle  con¬ 
gregations  of  Chriftians,  to  chufe  mef- 
iengei  s,  and  fend  them  to  other  churches  ? 

When  neighbouring  churches,with  each 

their  own  Bi-fbop,  their  own  Rrefbyters, 
and  Deacons,  are  fee-re  fpoken  of,  can  it 
witn  propriety,  or  confiftency,  be  fup- 
pofed,  that  thefe  neighbouring  chur¬ 
ches  were  dioceffes  ?  Is  it  not  infinitely 
roore  natural  and  reafonable,  to  under- 
ffand  by  them  fingle  congregations  ? 

.  S’yes  fhe  following  exhortations  in 
his  epiftle  to  Polycarp,  Bifhop  of  the 
church  at  Smyrna,  “  Let  not  the  wi- 
dows  be  negleded,be  thou  afterGod  their 
guardian.— Let  your  affemblies  be  more 
sreguent. — Enquire  after  all  by  name. 
Do  not  proudly  overlook  the  men-ser- 

maid-servants.”  Thefe 
inftruftions  are  highly  pertinent,  if  P0?- 

Jfn? s  church  was  only  a  congregation 
f  Chriftians  at  Smyrna  ;  and  he  might, 

nli/d Sfful  and  diligent,  have  com- 
r  •  ^hem,  to  his  own  honor,  and 
the  fpintual  good  of  the  people  who  were 

f£eciai  charSe-  But  if  his  church  had 

beeg 
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been  of  the  diocefan  kind,  wliat  he  is  ex-* 
horted  to  is  highly  ablurd,  because  abfo- 
lutely  iiupoffible  to  be  put  in  practice.  ■j- 
Befides,  what  diocelan  Bifhop  ever  ima¬ 
gined  it  was  his  duty  to  inquire  after  all 
within  his  diocels  by  name,  not  over¬ 
looking  even  servants  ?  moit  certainly 
no  one  among  this  kind  of  Bifhops  ever 
perfor pied,  or  endeavored  to  perform,  this 

lervice  : 
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To  evade  the  force  of  the  argument  here,  it  has  been  fa  id, 
bv  the  author  of  “  an  original  draught  of  the  prim  it  k  e 
church/’  p.  79,  80,  that  “  the  .advice  to  Polycarp  was' 
4(  only  to  do  what  the  primitive  Bifhops  always  did, 
that  is, to  keep  the  names  of  every  member  of  his  church 
enrolledin,  what  the  ancients  called,  the  M  a  t  r  i  c  u  l  a 
[lilt  or  regiiter]  of  their  church.  He  is  advjfcd  to 
‘ ‘inquire  out  by  name/’ that  is, to  get  fuch  a  rcgifterof 
their  names,  that  upon  occafion  of  any  objecl  of  cha¬ 
rity  propofed  to  him,  or  of  any  complaint,  or  appli¬ 
cation,  made  to  him  about  any  within  his  cure  or  ju- 
lifdiclion,—  lie  might,  by  means  oi  this  general^  ma- 
TRICULA,  as  the  oilier  Bifhops  did,  more  aire^ly 
know,  how  the  cafe^  flood  witl\  them  :  and  which  was 
44  more  than  all  this,  the  names  thus  enrolled  in  this 
Cf  facred  record  were  perlonally  entitled  then  to  all 
ec  the  public  intereelkons,  and  fpiritual  bfefhngs  obtain- 
6i  ed  by  the  euchariitical  prayers,  oblations,  and  iacra- 
€<  meats  of  the  whole  church,.-— And  thefe  were  futficient 
<<  rgafons  for  that  apoftolical  Father  [Ignatius]  to  mind 
a  Bilbao  of  the  church  to  be  careful  of  keeping  fuch  a, 
necellary  matricula  as  this,  and  an  effectual.  way 
><  for  St.  Polycarp  to  take  care  of  the  meaneft  and 
:4  pooreit  members  of  his  diocefs.  Put  as  to  the  matter 

i,  .  •  •  • 

«4  of  one  lingk  congregation  being  then  under  his  care, 

and  that  ie  mill  ( ‘  peifohally  know  them  all  by 

name. 
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(brvice  :  whereas  congregational  Bifhops 
efteem  this  their  duty,  and  many  of  them 
are  faithful  in  the  practice  of  it,  and  their 
churches- herefron*  receive  great  benefit. 

In-  thefe  epifiles,  he  fpeaks  of  “  one 
altar,”  or  communion-table  *  of  “  one 
eucharift  y  of  “  breaking  one  loaf  of 

his 


4t  name/’  as  one  neighbour  knows  another,  I  think  they 
**  no  more  imply  it,  than  that  Auguftus  Caefar  had  but 
one  town  to  command,  and  could  know  every  fubjecT 
had,  when  (for  many  political  reafons)  he  caufed 
“  teem  all  to  be  enrolled,  and  required  the  ft  ate  of  his 
empire  to  be  brought  in  to  him.”  Nothing  more 
need  be  fa  id  to  all  this  than  juft  to  obferve,  thatthead- 
yice  here  given  to  Polycarp  is  interpreted,  not  comfor¬ 
tably  to  the  age  in  which  he  lived,  but  to  after  ages, 
when  Bifhops  were  at  the  head  of  churches  known  to*  be 
dioceffes  canlifting  of  numerous  afiemblies  of  worfhip- 
ping  Chriftians.  It  is  no  wonder,  if  methods  were  now 
contrived  for  Bilhops  to  do  thofe  duties  of  their  office  by 
.  pTHERs,  which  they  could  not  perform  in  their  own 
persons.  But  it  was  not  thus  in  the  times  of  Igna¬ 
tius.  Bifhops  were*  then  <f  in  labors  more  abundant/' 
both  public  and  private,  in  which  they  personally 
exerted  themfelves,  and  not  by  thofe  who  were  depu¬ 
ties  under  them.  This  did  not  become  a  cuftom,  un¬ 
til  the  love  of  eafe,  grandeur,  and  power,  had  got  much 
the  better  of  a  zealous  concern  to  promote  the  true  in- 
tereft  of  the  religion  of  Jefus,  There  is  therefore  no  ima¬ 
ginable  good  r,eafon  to  think,  but  that  the  advice  here 
given  to  Polycarp  was,  personally  to  acquaint  him- 
fcL  with  Ids  whole  church,  even  the  meaneft  members  of 
it,  that  he  might  be  able  to  fuit  his  conduT,  upon  his 
Qaqi  .k41cwka.ge,  to  their  fpecial  circumftances.  this 
-  is 


/ 


* 
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his  being  “  deprived  of  the  bread  of  God 
who  comes  not  to  the  “  one  altar.”  Thefe 
phrafes  are  all  readily  underftood,  upon 
the  fuppofition,  that  Ignatius  is  writing 
to  Tingle  congregations  ;  but  otherwife 
there  is  no  fenfe  in  what  he  fays,  unlefs 
we  make  him  fpeak  figuratively,  when 
there  is  no  need  of  it.  A  fingle  congrega¬ 
tion  of  Chriftians,  fuch  an  one  as  he  is 
all  along  writing  to,  may  come  to  “  one 
altar,”  or  communion-table  ;  they  may 
all  “  break”  of  the  fame  facramental 
“loaf.:”  whereas,it  isimpofiible,  aBifhop 
with  his  whole  dioeefs  fhould  literally  do 
thefe  things.  They  cannot  be  fuppofed 

to 

is  evidently  that  meaning  of  the  words  which  naturally 
offers  at  fiift  fght  c  nor  can  any  other  be  put  upon 
them,  unlefs  we  needlefly,  I  may  ratljer  fay  unreafona- 
bly,  repair  to  times  greatly  diftant  from  thofe,  in 
whi^i  Ignatius  and  Polycarp  fuftained  the  office  of  Bi- 
fhops,  and  take  our  idea  of  the  advice  here  given,  not 
from^  their  times,  but  thofe  after- pnes,  when  there  was 
a  viiible  and  lignal  difference,  not  only  in  the  external 
circumftances,  but  the  known  employment,  of  thofe 
who  were  then  Bifhops.  There  is  no  hint  given, 
within  the  two  firfl  centuries,  of  the  Matric  ul  a,  this 
author  fpeaks  of  ;  or  of  a  Bifhops  afting  in  his  cure, 
as  Auguftus  Caefar  did,  with  refpedt  to  an  enrollment 
of  the  people  under  his  command.  We  muft  come 
down  to  thofe  ages,  in  which  Bifhops  more  nearly 
refembled  Emperors,  than  they  did  in  the  days  of 
Ignatius,  before  we  fhall  find  the  Jeaft  reafon  to  in¬ 
terpret  his  advice  to  Poly  carp,  in  a  fenfe  different  from 
that  we  have  taken  it  in. 


IGNATIUS.  3<m 

to  do  them,  without  calling  in  the  help 
of  aflrong  and  bold  figure.  #— But  I  may 
not  enlarge.  'It  would  be  an  affront  to 
the  reaader’s  undemanding,  fhould  I  fay 

any  thing  more  upon  a  point  fo  obvioufly 
evident.  J 


It  will  perhaps  be  pleaded,  it  is  a  cir- 
cumftancial  matter  only,  whether  a 

Bifhop’s 

*  When  Chnfhan  churches,  in  procefs  of  time,  confided  of 
numerous, a ifemt lies,  who  had  each  their  «  altar,”  their 
euchanft,  their  facramental  «  loaf,”  the  invention 
man  contrived  a  fenfe,  in  which  thefe  “  altars,” 

eucnarifts,  and  “  loaves” 

i.  11  *  iodves,  enough  numerous. 

might  be  called  one;  not  indeed  in  the  same,  but 
oifFEREtiT  kespects.  But  this  metaphyfical  dex¬ 
terity  did  not  come  into  ufe,  until  long  after  the  age  of 
Ignatius  :  for  which  reafon,  it  is  delufive,  to  fay  no- 
thmg  worfe,  to  apply  thefe  different  respects 
one  altar,  “  one  eucharift,”  and  “  one  loaf-;” 

thZw?  them  MfANY>  and  yet  ONE,  in  respe'cts 
that  were  never  fo  much  as  thought  of  in  his  day.  I 

nnt'n  tZVSJ/ef  ^  Wlthin.the  tvvo  centuries,  nor 
n  .1  the  art.  of  man  was  evidently  employed  to  vindi- 

cate  corruption  in  the  church  of  God,  fo  much  as  a  (in¬ 
gle  mftance.  of  the  mode  of  fpeaking  here  applied  to  the 
i  y  primitive  Ignatius.  Let  fuch  an  inftance  be  pro¬ 
duced,  if  any  are  able  to  do  it.  Until  then,  it  will  be 

waZo: nlvU“°fe  t0.  te,I„us»  that,  ancient  times,  there 

*  rh  hr  ?ne  anc*  “  one  facramental  loaf,"  in 

a  Chnftian  church  in  one  respect,  though  in  ano¬ 
ther  there  were  fome  hundreds.  It  was  not  the  m^n- 

o«'“SPrl“!:iVe,,lmes-  t0  multiply  altars  in 
wP  ma a.n  r  maf-e  them  all  but  one  in  another. 

in  ant  IN  °°k  for  t^,s’  until  t!le  church  was  far  gone 

i-i  antichriftian  corruption,  & 
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Bifhop’s  church  be  great  or  fmall.  His  ef- 
fential  powers  are  the  fame,  whether  it 
confifts  of  a  fingle  congregation  only,  or 
a  number,  more  or  lefs.  This,  as  I  ap¬ 
prehend,  is  a  fundamental  miftake  upon 
this  head.  Diocefan,  and  parochial,  or 
congregational,  epifcopacy  effentially  dif¬ 
fer,  and  are,  in  the  nature  of  the  thing, 
fubverfive  of  each  other.  Scores,  or 
hundreds,  of  parochial  Bifhops  muff:  be 
deprived  of  the  proper  powers  of  their  of¬ 
fice,  to  make  way  for  one  fuch  diocefan* 
as  the  Englifh  Bifhop  is  known  to  be. 
The  plain  truth  is,  diocefan  epifcopacy  is 
an  invention  of  man,  wholly  a  political 
conftitution  ;  and,  I  believe,  efientially 
wrong  :  as  it  is  impoffible  a  diocefan  Bi¬ 
fhop  fhould  do  the  duty  of  the  Bifhop’s 
office,  as  defcribed  in  the  new  teflament, 
or  even  in  the  “  epiftles  of  Ignatius  f’and 
the  placing  Bifhops  at  the  head  of  large 
dioceffes,  inffead  of  tending  to  ferve  the 
intereft  of  Chrift’s  fpiritual  kingdom,  has 
been  greatly  hurtful  to  it,  in  all  ages  from 
the  firfi:  rife  of  antichrift  to  this  dav. 

J 

But  however  this  be,  which  does  not  fall 
fo  direclly  within  our  prefent  defign,  thus 
much  is  certain,  that  the  Ignatian 
Bifhop  was  not  a  diocesan  one  ;  and 

that. 


t 
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that,  if  his  Bifhop  is  to  be  the  pattern,  or 
exemplar,  there  is  not  a  Bifhop  in  all  En¬ 
gland  conformed  to  it.  Tlie  Bifhops,  or 
Pallors*  of  parochial,  of  congregational,' 
chinches  do  much  more  nearly  refemble 
the  Bifhop  held  out  to  view  in  “  his  epif- 
ties.  — — But  to  go  oh/ 

Ignatius  is  not  only  filerrt  about  dio- 
cefan Bifhops,  but  the  powers  of  govern¬ 
ment,  ordination,  and  CONFIRMA¬ 
TION,  as  appropriated  to  Bifhops  of  anv 
hnd,  as  an  order  diftinbt  from  Prefbyters.* 

.  To  begin  with’  Cover ft me ftf;  And! 
here  it  ought  to  be  obfcrved,  there  was  • 
m  each  of  the  churches  Ignatius  wrote 
a  Presbytery,  or,-  rn  other  words,' 

J  number  ot  Prefhyters,  moreor  lefs,  con¬ 
stituting  a  council,  ferrate,  .college,  or 
whatever  other  name  any  may  pleafe  to 

Y  1  •  V  I  •  ^  Bifhop  was  the  firth 

or  chief,  havmg  fome  degree  of  fuperiority' 

oeyond  the  reft.  But  "that  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  church,  or  of  the  Prelbyters’ 

hands' or,hac  - 

higher  order  than- 
K.  K  *  ***  1  •  ' 
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^  V  r  If  ♦ 

that  of  Prefbyters,  be  has  no  where 
given  trs  to  undcrftand,  in  any  of  his  epif- 
tles.  Far  from  this,  the  genera?  (train  of 
them  ali  is,  to  lead  us  into  the  thought, 
that  all  church-affairs  were  to  be  direCt- 

I  « 

ed,  and  governed,  not  by  the  sole  pow¬ 
er  of  the  Bishop,  but  by  the  authority 
and  voice  of  the  Ppesbytery  joined  to 
his.'  Th  is  is  io  obvious,  that  no  one  can 
e-afrly  read  his  epiftles  without  perceiving 
it  to  be  the  truth  of  fact.  The  evidence 
h  too  glaring  not  to  be  ken  at  once. 

It  is  acknowledged,  Ignatius  fpeaks  of 
Bifhops,  in  tbefe  epiftles,  in  a  high  ftrain 
of  language,  fuch  as  calls  for  great  can¬ 
dor  to  free  it  from,  at  leaft,  fome  degree 
of  profanity.  But  the  fame  may  be  faid, 
with  as  real  truth*  in  regard  of  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  Prefbyters. 
Does  he  call  Bifhops  “  the  figure  of  the 
Father  ?”  He  goes  on  to  call  Prefbyters* 
**  the  council  of  God,  and  conjunction  of 
the  Apoftles.”  Does  he  fpeak  of  the  Bi- 
ftlop  as  “  the  graceof  God  ?*’  He,  in  the 
fame  place,  fpeaks  of  the  Prefbytery  as 
«  law  of  Chrift.”  Does  he  reprefent  the 
Bifliop  as  “  prefiding  in  the  place  of  God  r” 

edb  ji  A% 
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At  the  fame  time,  he  puts  the  Prefbyters 
“  in  the  room  of  the  apoffolic  fenate.” 


It  is  acknowledged  likewife,  he  fre* 
quently  exhorts  the  churches  to  “  obey 
their  Bifhops,”  to  be  in  “  fubjedfion  to 
them.”  But  he  enjoins  it  on  them,  in 
like  manner,  to  be  “fubjeit  to  their  Pref- 
byters.”  And  the  language  in  which  he 
exhorts  them  to  obedience  and  fubje&ion 
to  their  Prefbyters,  as  well  as  Bifhops,  is 
n'ot  only  very  flrong  and  piefling,  but 
fo  often  repeated  as  to  be  really  difguft,. 
ful.  “  Attend  to  the  Bifhop  and  Pre£* 
bytery  follow  the  Bifhop,  and  the  Pref¬ 
byters  ■"  “obey  theBifhop,and  Prefbyters 
be  “  fubjeft  to  the  Bifhop,  and  Prefby- 
tery,”  are  injun£tions,  in  thefe  epiftles,  fo 
frequent  as  to  be,  at  once,  both  needlefs* 
and  troublefome. 


Should  it  be  faid  here,  he  gives  the 
church  of  Smyrna  to  underftand,  «  it  is 
hot  lawful  without  the  Bifliop  either  to 
baptife,  or  make  a  love-feaft  and  ac¬ 
cordingly  exhorts,  “  let  none  do  any  of' 
thofe  things  which  belong  to  the  church 
without  the  Bifhop.”  Should  it  be  added, 

he 


.  WfL 
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fee  tells  the  church  of  Tralles,  *f  It  is 
pecefTary  they  fliould  a£f  nothing  with¬ 
out  the  Bilhop.”  The  anfwer  is  ready 
at  hand  ■,  he  as  expreflly  tells  the  fame 
church  of  T.  railes,  and  in  the  fame  epif- 
tle,  “  he  that  does  any  thing  without  the 
Bifhop,  and  Prefoyters,  is  not  of  a  pure 
confcience.”  And  in  his  epiftle  to  the 
Magnefians,  the  exhortation  is,  “  Nei¬ 
ther  do  ye  any  thing  without  the  Bifhop 
and  Prefbyters.”  And  again,  “  I  exhort 
von  to  do  all  things  in  the  concord  of 
God.”  What  is  that  ?  The  explanation 
follows  in  the  next  words,  “  the  Bifhop 
prefiding  in  the  place  of  God,  and  the 
Prefbyters  in  the  place  of  the  apoftolic 

ienate.’ - st  Let  nothing  divide  you,  but 

be  united  to  the  Bifhop,  and  thofe  that 
prefide  among  you.’’  It  fliould  feem, 
from  thefe  paffages,  and  many  more  that 
might  eafily  be  mentioned,  if  there  was 
weed  of  it,  as  plainly  evident  as  wprd?  can* 
well  make  it,  that  the  Ignatian  churches 
were  governed,  not  by  the  Bifhop  only, 
but  by  a  common  college,  company,  or 
fenate,  of  which  he  was  the  fir  ft  in  fu- 
periority.  If  nothing  was  to  be  done 
^yitltout  tl|e  J3iIhop  j  neither  was  any 
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£hing  to  be  done  without  the  Prefbyters, 
The  voice  of  the  Prefbytery  was  necefTa:- 
ry,  as  truly  as  the  voice  of  the  Bifhop. 
■Union  was  plainly  the  great  thing  Igna¬ 
tius  had  at  heart,  and  would  promote  in 
the  management  of  all  church-affairs, 
not  only  between  the  church,  and  the 
Bifhop  j  but  between  the  Bifhop,  and  the 
Prefbyters  j  fuch  an  union  as  that  no¬ 
thing  fhould  be  tranfa&ed  without  the 
Prefbyters,  any  more  than  without  the 
Bifhop.  His  aim  was,  that  there  fhould 
be  the  united  authority  and  confent  of 
both  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters,  in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  every  churchraffairo 

'  / 

It  will,  probably,  be  flill  pleaded,  Ig- 
natius  is  I o  careful,  in  all  his  epiflles,  to 
diftinguim  Bifhops  from  Prefbyters,  that 
we  do  not  once  find  him  calljng  Prefby¬ 
ters,  Bifhops  ;  or  Bifhops,  Prefbyters. 

B  ar  from  this,  he  has  always  appropriated 
thefe  names  to  different  perfons  ;  from 
wnence  it  may  be  fairly  and  juftly  col- 
.eftech  that  Pufhops  were  a  diftinft  fet 
o  officers  in  the  government  of  the 
ghurch  from  Prefbyters,  of  an  higher  order 


and 
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V  - 

and  veiled  with  fuperior  powers,  fuch 
as  might  not  be  exercifed  by  Prefbyters. 

\  'x'X.S*'  V  ,  •  ,  f  'i  p  " 

•  It  is  granted,  the  names,  Bifhop  and 
Presbyter,  are  carefully  ufed,  in  the  Igna- 
tian  epiftles,  to  fpecify  different  perfons  ; 
but,  at  the  fame  time, utterly  denied,  that 
this  appropriation  ofthefe  names  imports 
fuch  a  diftimStion  between  Bifhops  and 
Prefbyters,  as  is  contended  for  ;  that  is, 
a  diftin6lion  that  fuppofes  an  higher  and 
fuperior  order  of  officers  in  the  church 
to  that  of  Presbyters.  That  it  imports 
forne  degree  of  precedency,  or  fuperiority, 
is  readily  allowed  ;  but  why  fhould  it 
be  thought,  unlefs  to  ferve  the  epifcopal 
caufe,  that  this  fuperiority  was  a  fuperi- 
ority  in  fuch  fpiritual  powers  as  might 
not  be  exercifed  by  Presbyters  ?  Ignati¬ 
us,  as  we  fhall  fee  prefently,  has  faid  no 
fuch  thing  ;  nor  has  he,  in  any  of 
his  epiftles,  appropriated  any  one  of  the 
powers  proper  to  the  minifterial  office  to 
Bifhops,  in  diftindlion  from  Presbyters. 
Epifcopalians,  if  any  men  in  the  world, 
fhould  be  fenftble  of  the  infufficiency  of 
the  argument,  which  would  prove  a  dif- 
tin&ion  of  orders  in  the  church,  or  of 

ESSENTIAL 
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essential  poweks  in  its  officers,  from 
the  appropriation  of  different  names  to 
different  perfons,  even  though  it  was  an 
appropriation  that  carried  with  it  a  very 
eonfiderable  degree  of  precedency  and 
fuperiority.  There  are,  in  the  church 
of  England,  a  great  variety  of  officers, 
with  appropriated  names,  who  greatly 
differ  in  the  degree  of  their  fuperiotity  and 
inferiority ;  while  yet,  their  effential  pow¬ 
ers,  as  officers  in  the  kingdom  of  Chriff, 
are  precifely  the  fame.  The  names, Arch- 
Bifhop  and  Bifhop,  are  appropriated  ones, 
invariably  pointing  out  different  eccle- 
fiaftical  officers,  the  one  fuperior  in  dig¬ 
nity  and  power  to  the  other ;  and  yet, 
Arch-Bilhops  are  the  fame  order  in  the 
church  with  Bifhops,  and  they  have  no 
higher  effential  powers.  To  fay  that 
they  have  would  make  four  orders  in 
the  church  of  Chrift,  inftead  of  three  3 
which  would  be  a  flat  contradiction  to 
the  avowed  doctrine  of  the  church  of 
England  itfelf.  Deans,  Arch-Deacons, 
ir rebends.  Reftors,  and  Curates,  are  all 
ot  them  officers  in  the  Englifh  church, 
utinguifhed  from  each  other  by  the  ap- 
p  teat  10a  or  thefe  names,  and  feverally 

placed 
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placed  above  each  other  in  certain  degress 
of  fuperiority  ;  and  yet,  they  are  alt 
veiled  with  exactly  the  fame  effential 
powers.  In  regard  of  their  order,  they 
are  the  fame  officers  in  the  church.  In 
•  Ipecial,  Re6lor  and  Curate  are  appropria¬ 
ted  names/  and  (land  to  fignify  different 
officers  in  the  church,  the  one  fuperior 
in  dignity  and  power  to  the  other  $  whiler 
yet,  they  both  fuffain  the  fame  rank,  and- 
are  perfectly  equal  in  the  intrinfic  inffitu- 
ted  powers  of  their  office.  The  Curate 
is  commiffioned  to  preach,  baptife,  and 
adminifter  the  Lord’s  /upper,  as  truly  as 
the  Redtor )  and  may,  as  well  as  he,  per¬ 
form  any  other  part  of  duty  that  belongs' 
to  this  order  of  officers  in  the  church. 
But  this  notwithstanding,  the  Redtor  is; 
placed  in  as  high  a  degree  of  fuperiority 
above  the  Curate,  as  tire  Ignatian-  Bi/hop' 
is  above  a  Prefbyter.  The  Redtor  may, 
in  the  plenitude  of  his  own-  power,  do 
any  thing,  within  the  limits  of  his  office, 
in  his  own  parifh  y  the  Curate  can  do  no¬ 
thing  but  by  his  permiffion.  He  can 
neither  read  prayers,  preach,  baptife,  or 
perform  any  other  public  religious  fer-' 
vice-,  but  in- conference  of  his  confent- 
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ing  allowance.  He  is  in  truth  the  fer- 
Vant  of  the  Redor,  and  in  pei  fed  fubjec- 
tion  to  him  ;  yea,  liable,  unlefs  quite  fub- 
fervient  to  his  pleafure,  to  be  difmifTed 
from  fervice  in'  this  cure.  Wherein,  now. 
in  what  infiance,  was  the  Ignatian  Bi- 
fhop  more  ofaTuperior  to  his  Prefbyters  ? 
What  greater  power  had  he  over  them  ? 
I  may  rather  fay,  how  does  it  appear, 
that  he  either  had,  or  ever  exercifed,  fo 
high  a  degree  of  power  ?  The  Redor 
may  ad,  m  his  own  parifh,  without  the 
advice  of  his  Curate  j  or,  fhoutd  he  con¬ 
descend  to  afk  it,  he  may  ad  in  dired  op- 
pofitton  to  it.  It  was  not  thus  with 
the  Ignatian-Bifhop.  He,  with  the  Pref- 
byters  of  the  church,  made  one  common 
council,  or  fenate  rand  it  was,  not  accor¬ 
ding  to  his  own  fovereignty,  but  in  aaree- 

S!e?LW1.£  t!le  united  V0lce  of  this  council, 
that  headed.  AH  theaffairs  of  the  church 

were  managed  in  this  way. — The  Rec- 
2,  of  his  own  meer  arbitrary 

fher  ft  r  ^  S*  C“ra,e  from  fur- 

doD  b*r  *r  ^i!S  pan^*  Ignatius’s  Bi- 
fhop  had  no  fuch  power.  Molt  certainly 

t  is  no  where  (aid  that  * 

Ms  n  Pn:n.i‘  ,,  116  had>  either  in 

his  eDiflrks.  or  elfewhfcrer  Let  me 
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afk  now,  why  fhould  it  be  thought,  that 
the  Ig'natian  Bifhop’s  fuperiority  above  3 
Prefbyter  muft  import  a  fuperiority 
of  orp'eA,  or  essential  powers,  any 
more  than  a  Reftor’s  fuperiority  above 
his  Curate  fhould  import  the  fame  thing  ? 
If  a  Redlor’s  office  is  essentially  the 
lime  with  his  Curate’s,  notwithftanding 
fiis  fuperiority  in  pow'er,  why  mu  ft  it  be 
Otherwife  in  the  cafe  of  Ignatius’s  BIffiop  ? 
The  plain  truth  is,  all'  the  pre-eminence 
and  fuperiority  that  Ignatius  afcribes  to 
his  Biftiop  may  as  eafily,  and  as  juftly,  be 
accounted  for,  without  the  fuppofition  of 
his  being  of  an'  order  diftindi  from,  and 
fuperior  to,  Preffiyters,  as  the  Redlor’s 
faperio-rity  above  his  Curate.  If,  notwith- 
ftanding  the  fubjedtiotf  of  his  Curate  to 
him,  they  are  both  of  the  fame  order  in 
the  church,  and  partake  of  the  fame  ef- 
fential  powers  ;  why  may  not'  the  fame 
be  faid,  with  equal  truth  and  juftice,  of 
the  Ignafian  Bifhop  and  his  Prefbyters  ? 
Efpecially,  if  it  be  remembered,  and  duly 
confrdered,  that  no  one  minifterial  pow¬ 
er  is  mentioned  by  Ignatius,  in  any  of  his 
epiftles,  but  what  might  be  as  well  exer- 
eifed  by  Prefbyters  as  Bifhops.  And 
this  leads  to  -  _ 

The 
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'  *  The  next  ppwer  of  Bifliops,  faid  to  be 
(fiftinguiftiing,  and  effential  ;  which  is 
that  of  ordination.  And  who  could 
think,  confidering  the  vail  labor  that  has 
been  expended  ip  fupport  of  the  credit  of 
Ignatius’s  epiftles,  and  the  perpetual  -ufe 
Epifcopalians  make  of  them,  in  defence 
of  their  caufe,  but  that  he  had  .exprelfed 
himfelf,  upon  this  head,  fo  clearly,  pofi5 
tively,  and  fully,  as  to  leave  no  further 
room  for  difpute,  at  leaft,  whether  it  was 
a  fact,  ip  his  day,  that  Bifliops,  and 
they  only,  communicated  holy  orders  ? 
Efpecially,  as  the  validity  of  gofpel-ad- 
miniftratiops  is  made  to  depend  upon 
this  method  of  communication,  And 
yet,  weareas  much  at  a  lofs  for  evidence  in 
favor  of  this  article,  eftentially  conneffed 
with  the  yery  being  of  Chriftianity  itfelf, 
as  if  Ignatius  had  never  wrote  any  one 
of  his  epiftles.  He  can  no  more  be 
brought  as  a  witnefs  to  teftify  in  behalf 
of  , episcopal-ordination,  either  in 
point  of  fact,  or  right,  than  any  of 
his  predeceflors,  coptemporaries,  or  fup- 
seflors  within  the  two  firft  centuries.  By 
only  reading  Arch-Bifhop  Wake’s  “tranf- 
|ation  of  his  epiftles,”  one  would  pot 
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fufpedt  he  had  fo  much  as  tranfiently  faid 
any  thing  that  looks  like  ordinal 
t ion  ;  but  this  he  may  have  done  irr  his 
“epiftle  to  the  Magneiians,”  wherein  he 
tells  them,  “  It  becomes  yon  not  to  ufe 
your  Biftjop  too  familiarly  upon  the  ac¬ 
count  of  his  yopth,  but  to  yield  all  re¬ 
verence  to  him,  according  to  the  power 
of  God  the  Father  :  as  alfo  I  perceive 
your  holy  Prefbyters  do  ;  not  confidering 
his  age,  which  indeed  to  appearance  is 

young." - Thefe  laft  words  are  in  the 

original,  ten  phainonienen  neoteriken  taxin  ; 
y/nich  lome  have  tranflated,  his  appearing 
youthful  ordination.  *  If  this  is  a  verlion 
that  gives. the  true  meaning  of  Ignatius, 
he  has  once,  ip  (even  epiftles,  mentioned 
ordination  j  but  without  faying,  how 
it  was  performed,  or  by  whom  ;  whether 
by  a  Bifhop  of  lome  other  church,  or  by 

'?]  Si  73W>rtE  the 

£■'  '  f  1  /  *  r  <  t  )  ••  -  *  i  ’•  m  r\  ?>  * 

f  Thus  I  find  them  tranflated  by  Cotelerius,  in  Le’CIerc’s 
edition  of  his  “  apoftolical  Fathers.”  His  words  are, 
V  apparentem  puerijem  ordinationemV”  In  Arch-Bi* 
fbop  Ufher’s  publication  of  the  *<  Ignatian 
from  the  Latin  copies  he  found  in  England,  the  veriion 
is,  "  apparentem  juniorem  ordinem  ;”\vhich  is  jfcoughtto 
refer  to  his  being  “  veiled  with  holy  orders  while  apparent¬ 
ly  a  young  man.  I  will  not  oppofe  this  interpretation  of 
the  words,  being  Willing  Episcopalians  fhould  make  the 
jpoft  of  what  can  be  fuppofed  to  be  faid  by  Ignatius. 
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the  Prefbyters  of  this  at  Magnefia.  The 
ill ort  ot  the  matter  is,  he  is  totally  filent, 
in  all  his  epiftles,  upon  this  moff  impor¬ 
tant  and  efiential  power  of  the  Bifhop  j 
never  once  faying,  or  fo  much  as  infinu- 
ating,  that  k  was  his  peculiar  right 
to  confer  holy  orders,  or  that  they  were, 
in  fact,  ever  conferred  by  Bifhops,  in 
diflin&iofi  from  Prefbyters. 

■  i  !  *)  *•-  1  .  r  •  ;  ;  ‘  ^  H  *  r'j  *■  *  , 

J  i  ♦  a  v  ■  ;•  |  •.  *  J  V  ^ 

i* .  ‘  *  ■  *  4  .*  V  „  ■  * 

It  will,  perhaps,  be  pleaded  here,  Ig¬ 
natius  has  expreffly  faid,  «*  it  is  not  law¬ 
ful  without  the  Bifhop  to  baptife,  or 
make  a  love  feaft  }”  and  again,  «  it  is 
nepeffary  nothing  fliould  be  done  with¬ 
out  the  Bifhop.”  Jf  fo,  then  furely  there 
ought  to  be  no  ordination  without  him. 
This  is  the  obvious  and  evident  implica¬ 
tion  of  his  words.  * 

s  •* ,.  1  ,  J*  j  *  ^ 

- IO  ft ' '  ,  ‘  i  •  •  :*•  t  ,  f  /i  \  „  j: ' 

,  The  anfwer  is  plain  and  eafv.  Should 
this  reafoning  be  allowed  to  be  juft  and 
valid,  it  will  not  follow  from  it,  that  the 
power  of  ordination  was  appropriated  to 
lfhops,  any  more  than  the  adminiftration 
of  baptifm,  or  making  a  love-feafl.  The 
molt  that  can  be  made  of  it  is,  that  no 

church-affair  fhould  be  managed  without 

■  toloqqalada^  n  th© 
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the  confent,  the  prefence,  or  permif- 
fion  of  the  Bifhop  j  but  with  his  allow¬ 
ance,  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  ?refbyters.  might  ordain,  as  well 
as  baptife,  or  adminifter  the  Lord’s  fup- 
per.  And  it  is,  with  me,  part  all  doubt, 
that  the  affair  of  origination,  as  truly  as 
other  religious  offices,  were  managed,  not 
by  the  Bishop  alone,  but  by  the  Pres¬ 
bytery,  of  which  he  was  primus  inter 
pares.  For  Ignatius  is  as  e^prefs  in  fay¬ 
ing,  “  nothing  ought  to  be  done  with¬ 
out  the  Presbyters,”  as  that  “  nothing 

ought  to  be  done  without  the  Bishop.” 

♦  '  .  4f;  (  •  #  ,  u  u  v.  ,  ,,r.. 

The  laft  peculiar  power  of  Bifhops  is 
that  which  relates  to  confirmation. 
But  it  unluckily  happens,  that  the  ‘f  Igr 
natian  epiftles”  are,  if  poffible,  more 
filent  about  this,  than  the  foregoing  ar¬ 
ticle.  They  neither  mention  the  name, 
or  the  thing  intended  by  the  name. 
And  as  they  appear  to  be  utter  flrangers 
to  any  fuch  cuftom  in  the  church  of 
Chrift,  as  that  of  confirmation,  it  would 
be  in  vain  to  look  to  them  for  evidence, 
that  it  belonged  to  Bifhops,  to  them  only, 
to  them  in  diftin&ion  from  Prefbyters, 

V-.,  '•  tQ 
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to  perform  this  extraordinary  piece  of 

fervice. 

Upon  the  whole,  notwithstanding 
Bilhops  are  fo  often  mentioned  by  name 
by  Ignatius  ;  notwithftanding  the  high 
flrain  of  language  in  which  he  fpeaks  of 
them;  notwithftanding  all  the  claims  he 
makes  for  them,  and  of  obedience  and 
fubjeffion  to  them  -he  is  fo  far  from 
being  a  competent  witnefs  to  the  grand 
facts  we  are  upon,  that  he  either  fays 
nothing  relative  to  them,  or  that  which 
is  really  deftruftive  of  them;  It  is  as  evi¬ 
dent  as  words  can  well  make  it,  that  the 
Bilhops  he  fpeaks  of,  in  his  epiftles,  were 
of  the  parochial,  not  the  diocesan 
kind  :  from  whence  it  follows,  that  the 
Re&or,  Paftor,  or  Bifhop  of  a  single 
congregation  of  Chriftians,  fuch  an 
onefas  the  churches  in  New-England,  and 
the  Proteftant  Diffenters  at  home,  have  at 
their  head,  is  much  more  like  to  the  Ig- 
natian  Bifhop,  than  any  diocesan  in 
Great  Britain.  From  the  whole  tenor  of 
what  he  offers  upon  the  head  ofgovernment 
it  alio  moft  obvioufly  appears,  as  we  have 
it  wes,  and  ought  to  be,  manage 
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cd,  not  by  the  Bilhop  as  sole  Monarch 
in  the  church,  but  by  a  common  fenate, 
or  college,  of  which  he  was  nothing 
more  than  primus  inter  pares,  being  veil¬ 
ed  with  no  higher  essential  powers 
than  the  other  members  of  the  Prefby- 
tery.  And  as  to  ordination,  and  con¬ 
firmation,  the  appropriated  right  of  Bi- 
fhops,  he  fays  not  a  word.  Could  we,  in 
confiftency  with  a  due  regard  to  truth, 
fay,  that  the  “  epiftles  of  Ignatius’' 
were  unfufpe&edly  genuine  and  incorrupt, 
we'fhoufd  be  as  flrenuous  in  fupporting 
their  authority,  as  the  Bpifcopalians  $ 
and  for  this  reafon  in  fpecial,  becaufe 
they  are,  in  many  refpetts,  a  real  and  great 
fervice  to  our  caufe  3  and,  in  every  relpe£l, 
much  more  ferviceabletous,  than  to  them 
in  the  difpute  betwixt  us. 

^  4.44.4.:,^  '  *fl*  4J  _  .  i  i  -4  ,  /  si*  %  '  t  I 
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PAFIAS,  QUADRATUS. 
ARISTIDES,  A  GRIP- 
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PAPIAS,  Biffiop  of  ffierapoKs,  a  city 
in  Afia,  is  faid  by  I  census  to  have 
been  “  an  hearer  of  John,  and  compani¬ 
on  of  Poly  carp/’  He  unque&onably 
tneant  by  John,  the  writer  of  the  gofpel 
and  the  three  epi  files  under  this  name* 
t>r.  Cave  places  him  at  the  year  no  ;  but 
he  is  faid  by  others,  equally  learned,  to 
have  flour, (hed^  about  the  years  u5  and 
no.  rie  has  fometimes  been  mentioned 
as  a  martyr  f  but,  as  neither  Eufebius 
hr  Je row  fay  any  thing  of  this,  it  may 
be  confidered  as  a  fsdt  not  to  be  depend* 
ed  on.  The  time,  as  well  as  manner,  of 
his  death  is  uncertain.  Irenmus  and  Eu- 
febius  both  fpeak  of  him  as  having  wrote 
five  cooks”  entitled  “  the  explication 
of  our  Lord’s  difcourfes  f  but  nothing 
temams  of  them  except  a  few  fragments 
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preferved  by  antient  writers.  Eufebius 
describes  him*  in  one  place,  as  “  an  elo¬ 
quent  man,  and  expert  in  thefcripture 
though,  in  another,  "f-  he  fays  of  him,  he 
had  but  “  fmall  abilities,”  which,  as  he 
adds,  “  appears  from  his  books.”  And 
fofar  as  we  may  judge  from  thofe  parts 
of  them  that  have  been  handed  down  to 
us,  this  feems  to  be  the  truth  ;  as  like- 
wife  that  he  was  too  apt  to  give  heed  to 
any  pious  tales  that  were  reported  to 
him.  Eufebius  writes  of  him,  %  that  he 
has  “  told  ftrange  things,  pretending  to 
have  received  them  by  tradition  from  the 
Elders.”  He  fpeaks  of  it  alfo  §  as  a  doc¬ 
trine  of  his,  that  “  Chrift  fhall  corporally 
reign  here  on  earth  for  the  fpace  of  a 
thoufand  years,  after  the  reiurre&ion 
of  the  dead  •,  occafioning  divers  ecclefiafti- 
cal  perfons,  who  regarded  his  antiquity, 
to  fall  into  this  error  j”  particularly  nam¬ 
ing  “  Irenaeus.”  Du-pin, 

*  H.  E.  Lib.  3.  Cap.  3,'.  Valerius,  in  his  note  here, 
represents  this  encomium  to  have  been  ail  interpolation, 
as  it  is  wanting  in  the  verfion  of  Ruffinus,.  and  in  three 
Greek  manufcripts  he  ufed  ;  and  becaule  it  contradicts 
what  lie  afterwards  fays  of  him.  Dr.  Grabe  labors,  in 
his  “  fpicilegium  patrum,”  to  take  off  the  force  of  this 

•  arguing  of  Valets.  But  fo  far  as  I  am  capable  of  judg¬ 
ing,  if  this  is  not  an  interpolation,  Eufebius  is  inatten¬ 
tively  inconfiftent  with  himfelf. 

f  H.  E.  Lib.  3.  Cap.  39.  JH,  E,  Ibid.  §  Ibid. 
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Du-pin,  as  I  imagine,  has  very  juftly 
eharaderifed  Papias  in  the  following 
words  j— “  He  was  a  good  man,  but 
“  very  credulous,  and  of  mean  parts,  who 
“  delighted  much  in  hearing  and  telling 
“  (lories  and  miracles.”  He  adds,  “  fince 
“  he  was  exceedingly  inquifitive,  and  in- 
“  dined  to  believe  any  thing  that  was 
“  told  [him,  it  is  not  to  be  admired  that 
tf  he  hath  divulged  diverfe  errors,  and 
**  extravagant  notions,  as  the  judgments 
“  of  the  Apoftles,  and  hath  given  U3  fa- 
**  bulous  narratives  for  real  hiftories  : 
“  which  (hews,  that  nothing  is  fa  dan- 
{i  gerous  in  matters  of  religion,  as  light— 
ft  ly  to  believe,  and  too  greedily  to  em- 
“  brace,  all  that  hath  the  appearance  of 
**  piety,  without  conhdering  in  the  firft 
“  place  how  true  it  is.” 

No  mention  is  made,  in  the  preferved 
“  fragments”  of  Papias’s  writings,  of  Bi~ 
fhops*  nor  anything  faid  tending  to  ilhif- 
trate  the  fact  we  are  upon,  unlefs  it 
fhould  be  thought  the  following  paffa- 
ges,  cited  hy  Eufebius  in  the  39th  chapter 
of  his  3d  book,  may  be  improved  to  this 
purpofe. 

••  ,  l 
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“  I  fltali.  not  think  it  grievous  to  fee 
f<  down  in  writing,  with  my  interpieta- 
ff  tions,  the  things  which  J  have  learned 
of  the  EJders  or  Prelbyteis,  [para  ton 
PreJbuteron\  and  remember  as  yet  very- 

V  well,  being  ftjlly  certified  of  their  truth  — 

If  I  met  any  where  with  one  who  had 
“  converfed  with  the  .Elders,  [Prejbute- 
rw-f]  I  enquired  after  the  layings  of  the 
Elders  |  [Prejbuter6n'\  what  Andrew, 
what  Peter,  what  Philip,  what  Tho-  - 
mas,  oi  James  had  faid  j  what  John,  or 
Matthew^  or  any  other  diiciples  of  the 
Lord  were  wont  to  lay  ;  and  what  Aril- 
“  ton>  or  John  the  Prefby ter  [o  Prejbute - 
f‘  ros]  faid  ;  for  I  am  of  the  mind,  I  could 
not  piofitfo  much  by  reading  of  books, 

*•*  as  hy  attending  to  thofe  who  fpake 
“  viva  voce.” 

Eusebius  pbferves,  in  this  fame  book 
and  chapter,  “  that  he  mentions  two 
Johns,  the  former  of  whom  he  ranks 
with  Peter,  James,  Matthew,  and  the  reft 
of  the  Apoftles,  “evidently  pointing  out 
theEvangelift;  ”  and  another  John,  whom 
Iiedoes  not  place  with  theApoftles,but  joins 
with  Arifton,  expreffly  calling  him  Elder, 
i’l'cJhutsTon,  --—--This  Papias,  as 

Eufebius 


Eufebius  further  fpeaks,  declares  that  “  he 
received  the  fayings  of  the  Apoftles  from 
thofe  who  converfed  with  them  and 
that  he  was  «  a  hearer  of  Arifton,  and 
John  the  Prefbyter,  ton  Prejbuterou 
He  adds,  in  the  tame  writing,  “  he  [this 
Papias]  delivers  many  other  narratives  of 
the  beforementioned  Arifton  concerning 
the  words  of  our  Lord,  and  traditions 
of  John  the  Prefpyter  [Prejbuterou.]  To 
whicn  we  fliall  fubjoin  a  tradition,  which 
he  has  concerning  Mark,  who  wrote  in 
the  gofpel,  in  thefe  words  “  and  this, 
the  Prefbyter  or  Elder,  [Prejhuteros 1  mean¬ 
ing  John#  faid.-—  f 

QUADRATUS.  Much  is  faid  of  this 
Father  hy  writers  greatly  diftant  from 
e  age  in  which  he  lived.  He  is  par- 
lculariy  fpoken  of,  in  the  martyrology 
of  the  Greeks,  as  »  a  man  of  great  learn¬ 
ing  and  knowledge ;  and  reprefented,  af¬ 
ter  having  grievoufly  fuffered  by  the  vio- 
Jence  of  perfecutors,  as  one  that  received 
the  crown  of  martyrdom.”  But  the  moft 
authentic  account  we  have  of  him  is  that 
which  as  given  us  by  Eufebius.  He 
ranks  him  among  «  the  famous  men  in 
the  reign  of  Trajan,  who  died  in  u7.” 

'  '  He 
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He  fpeaks  of  him  as  having  been  “  fa¬ 
vored,  together  with  the  daughters  of 
Philip,  with  the  gift  of  prophecy.”  He 
places  him  among  thofe,  who  were  “  in 
the  firft  fucceffion  of  the  Apoftles."  * 
And,  writing  concerning  Dionyfius  of 
Corinth,  he  introduces  this  Father,  fay¬ 
ing,  -j-  “he  remembered  Quadratus,  who, 
after  the  martyrdom  of  Publius,  was 
conftituted  Bifhop  of  Athens.”  It  is 
difputed,  whether  the  Bifhop,  here  point¬ 
ed  out  by  this  Denys  was  the  perfon  we 
are  treating  of,  or  another  of  the  fame 
name.  The  Dodtors,  Grabe  and  Cave, 
are  fully  of  the  opinion,  that  it  was  our 
Quadratus.  |  Valefius  and  Du-pin  are 
as  clearly  of  the  contrary  mind  ;  and  for 
reafons,  as  it  appears  to  me,  that  cannot 
eafily  be  fet  afide.  § 

He  is  no  where  mentioned  as  having 
wrote  any  thing,  but  “  an  apology  for 
the  Chriftian  faith.”  Eufebius’s  account 
of  it  is  this  j  f(— *•“  When  Trajan  had 

reigned 

*  H.  E.  Lib.  3.  Cap.  37,  t  Ibid,  Lib.  4.  Cap.  23. 

J  “  Spicilegium  patrum,”  part  ii.  p.  125.  Lives  of  the 
Fathers,  vol.  i,  p.  133. 

$  Vid.  Va}efius’s  notes  upon  the  words  of  Dionyfo  of  C<3' 
rinth  ;  and  Du-pin's  note  (a)  in  his  life  of  Quadratus. 

||  H.  E.  Lib.  iv#  Chap.  3. 
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reigned  twenty  years  wanting  fix  months, 
Elius  Adrianus  lucceeded  him  in  the 
empire,  to  whom  Quadratus  dedicated  an, 
apology  which  he  had  wrote  in  defence 
of  the  faith,  as  certain  malevolent  men 
had  endeavored  to  vex  and  moleft  the 
Chriftians.  This  book  is  yet  extant, 
among  diverfe  of  the  brethren,  and  a 
copy  of  it  remaineth  with  us ;  in  which 
there  are  confpicuous  marks  of  the  un- 
derftanding,  and  true  apaftolie  do£frine 
of  the  man.”  This  work  has  long  fince 
been  loft.  Only  one  fmall  fragment  of 
it  is  preferved,  in  which  there  is  nothing 
obfervable,  unlefs  it  be  that  he  fpeaks  of 
thole  who  “  had  been  healed,  and  raifed 
from  the  dead,  as  living  not  only  while 
our  Savior  had  his  abode  on  earth,  but  a 
long  time  after  his  afeention  ;  yea,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  them  to  his  day.” 

_  ARISTIDES  flourifhed  about  the  fame 
time.  He  is  celebrated  byEufebius,  *  as 
“a  faithful  man,  and  one  that  labored  for 
the  furtherance  of  religion.”  He  adds, 

“  he  publifhed  an  “  apology”  (as  Qua¬ 
drat  us  did  before)  for  the  "Ghriftian  faith,” 

with 

-v  1  *  t  i  '  '  I  Li.*  a  .j  4  . 

*  H.  E.  Ibid, 
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with  a  “  dedicatory  epiftle”  to  Adrian  the 
Emperor ;  which  book  of  his  is  kept  by 
many,  even  to  this  day.”  And  it  was  in 
being  in  the  days  of  Jerom  ;  for  he  writes 
both  of  this  “apology,”  and  its  author,  in 
thefe  words  j  “  Ariftides  was  an  eloquent 
Athenian  Philofopher,  who,  when  he 
changed  his  religion,  did  not  alter  his 
profeffion.  He  preferred  unto  the  Em¬ 
peror  Adrian,  at  the  time  when  Qua- 
dratus  did,  a  volume  in  the  form  of  an 
“  apology,”  wherein  he  produced  the 
proofs  of  our  religion  ;  which,  being  ft  ill 
extant,  /hews  the  learned  how  excellent 
a  writer  he  was.”  He  lays  again,  “  that 
this  work  wasfullof  philosophical  notions, 
and  that  it  was  afterwards  imitated  by 
Juftin.”  It  has  long  been  buried  in  ob¬ 
livion.  Dr.  Gratae  has  not  been  able,  in 
his  “  fpicilegium  pat-rum,”  to  gratify 
the  curious  with  fo  much  as  the  i'mal- 
feft  fragment  of  it. 

AGRIPPA,  fimamed  Caftor,  was  con¬ 
temporary  with  the  above  Fathers.  His 
abilities,  as  a  learned  man,  and  his  zeal 
in  defending  the  truly  apoftolic  doCfrine, 
are  faid  to  have  appeared  in  a  book  he 
wrote  againft  the  “  herefy  of  Bafilides,” 

..  *  1  ‘which 
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^hich  he  fully  confuted,  after  having  de- 
.  tedled  his  fraud.  The  bcft  account  of1 
him  is  handed  to  us  by  Eufebius,  who, 
fpeaking  of  thole  who  had  contended  for 
the  apoftolic  ecclefi'affical  do£trine,  makes' 
mention  *  of  “  Agrippa  Caffor’s  ffrong 
and  noble  confutation  of  Bafilides,  in' 
which  he  difclofed  his'  fraudulent  and 
deceitful  arts.”  This  Bafilides,  as  he  goes 
on  to  relate  from  Agrippa,  “  had  written 
H  books  on  the  Gblpels,  and  that  he  for¬ 
ged  feveral  Prophets,  Avho  were  nevef 
in  the  world,  to  whom  he  attributed 
extraordinary  names,'  as  Barfabas  and 
Barcoph,  on  purpofe  to  amufe  the  minds 
of  his  auditors.  He  affirmed  alfo,  that 
.this  heretic  taught  his  followers,  “  that 
it  was  a  thing  indifferent  to  eat  facriffces 
that  were  Offered  to  idols  '$  that  it  was 
lawful  to  renounce  the  faith  in  a  time  of 
perfecution  j  and  that,  in  imitation  of 
Pythagoras,  he  itifpofed  file  nee  on  his  dif- 
cjples  for  the  fpace  of  five  years.”  There' 
me  no  remains  of  fo  much  as  a  ffngle 
fragment  of  Agrippa^s  confutation  of  this ‘ 
wild  and  erroneous  writer. 


V  v 
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HEGESIPPUS.  He  is  thought  to  have 
Been  a  convert  from  the  Jewifh  to  the 
Chriftian  religion.  Eufebius  ranks  him 
among  the  fit  ft  who  lived,  and  flourifhed, 
after  the  death  of  the  Apoftles.  He 
Ipeaks  of  himfelf,  *  as  having  been  in 
Kome  a  number  of  years, Du-pin  fays,  from 
165  to  180.  He  is  the  fir  ft  Father  that 
compofed  an  entire  body  of  eccleftaftical 
hiftory.  This  he  is  laid  to  have  done, 
dividing  it  into  “  five  books,”  ftiled 
“  commentaries”  by  Eufehius  and  Je- 
rom  >  wherein  he  relates  the  principal 
occurrences  in  the  church,  from  the  death 
of  Chrift:  to  his  own  time.  This  work 
was  penned,  according  to  Eufebius,  “  in 
a  fimple  ftile  3”  and,  as  Jerom  fpeaks,  “  in 
imitation  of  the  manner  of  thofe  whofe 
lives  he  wrote.”  There  are  no  remains 
of  it,  but  fome  fragments  preferved  by 
Eufebius  in  his  eeclefiaftical  hiftory,  and 
one  more  by  Photiusfrom  Stephen  Gobar. 

.  Some  have  greatly  lamented  the  lofs  of 
the  Writings  of  this  Father  ;  imagining, 
had  they  been  preferved,  we  fhould  have 
been  fully  certified  of  the  true  flare  of 

'•  ■'  ‘  .  the 

*  Eufeb.  H.  E»  Lib,  iv*  Cap.  22, 


HEGESIPPUS. 


329 

the  church,  in  thofe  days,  particularly  as 
to  its  officers  and  government.  But  they 
might,  poffibly,  have  been  difappointed. 
His  account  of  James,  the  juft,  recorded 
by  Eufebius,  *  in  lus  own  words,  evi¬ 
dently  carries  with  it  the  air  of  a  fabulous 
romantic  ftory.  And  fome  of  the  men¬ 
tioned  circumftances,  relative  both  to  his 
life  and  death,  are  far  from  exhibiting 
the  real  truth.  If  we  may  judge  from 
this  narrative,  the  world  has  not  buffered 
much  by  the  lofs  of  his  works. 

Besides  the  five  books  beforemen- 
tioned,  five  more  are  attributed  to  him  ; 
containing  “  an  hiftory  of  the  wars  of 
the  Jews,”  and  of  the  “  taking  the  city 
of  Jerufalem,”  which  have  been  often 
printed,  and,  among  other  places,  at  Co- 
len,  with  the  notes  of  Galterius.  But 
theie  are  few  writers,  who  think  it  worth 
while  fo  much  as  to  mention  thefe  works, 
'hey  are  fo  evidently  of  the  fpuriouskind. 
Du-pin  fays,  “  It  is  certain,  they  do  not 
belong  to  Hegefippus  ;  and  has  given 
fuch  reafons,  in  fupport  of  this  affertion, 
as  mu  ft  be  allowed  to  be  fufficient,  if  not 
more  than  fo,  by  all  capable  judges  in 
matters  of  this  nature.  ° 

The 
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The  two  following  extracts  from  the 
“  fragments”  of  the  writings  of  Hege- 
fippus,  are  the  only  paffages  that  relate 
to  the  point  we  are  Upon.  They  are 
taken  from  the  tvth  book,  and  22d  chap¬ 
ter,  of  Eufebius’s  ecclefiaftical  hiffory. 
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“  The  church  of  Corinth  remained 
pure  in  its  doctrine  to  the  time  of  Pri¬ 
mus,  Bifhop  in  Corinth  :  with  whom 
I  familiarly  converted  many  days,  while 
failing  to  Rome,  and  was  much  com¬ 
forted  with  their  right  dobtrine.  Be¬ 
ing  come  to  Rome,  I  abode  there  until 
the  fucceffion  of  Anicetus,  or,  more 
literally,  until  I  made  the  fuccefhon  * 

as 


*  Pr*  Grabe  s  note,  upon  the  words,  di  adqcheen 
e  f  o  i  E  e  s  a  m  e  e  n  ,  is  this  )  has  duas  voces  in  Eufebio 
per  incuriam  five  icribce/  five  typothetae,  omidas, 
ex  nicephori  lib.  V  ;  hift.  ecclef,  cap.  17,  reftitui,V 
**  It  may  ^be  added,  Eufebius’s  account  of  Hege- 
fippus’s  going,  and  being  at  Rome,  as  given  In  his 
11th  chapter  of  this  fame*  book,  does  not  perfe&ly  agree 
with  what  is  laid  here.  To  tyiis-purpofe  Valefius,  in  his 
note,  has  theft  words  ;  “  In  cap.'  11,  huius  libri,  ubiEu- 
febius  hunc  Hegefippi  locum  adduxit  paulo  aliter  haec  re- 
feruntur,  Etenim  Eufebius  illie  fcribit,  Hegefippum 
Romam  adventaffe  temporibus  Aniceti,  et  ufque  ad  pon,- 
tificatum  Eleutherii  in  urbe  Roma  permanfiffe.  Hege- 
iipptis  tamen  in  hoc  loco  id  non  dicit  :  fed  tan  turn  ait,  fe 
Romw  maniilfe  ufque  ad  ppntificatum  Aniceti.  Romaia 
ergq  yenerat  Hegefippus,  ‘Rib  extrema  pli  tempora.” 
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as  far  as  Anicetus  ;  whofe  Deacon 
“  was  Eleutherius :  Soter  fucceeded  him, 
“  and  after  him  Eleutherius.  In  all  the 
“  fucceffion,  and  in  every  one  of  the  ci- 
“  ties,itisno  otherwife  than  the  law,  Pro- 

f‘  phets,  and  the  Lord  himfelf  preached.’ 

* 

4  • 

“  When  James  the  juft  had  been 
e<  martyred  for  the  fame  doctrine  which 
“  our  Lord  preached,  Simon,  the  fon  of 
“  Cieophas,  was  conftituted  Bifhop  with 
“  univerfal  preference,  becaufe  he  was 
“  the  Lord’s  near  kinfman.  Wherefore 
“  they  called  that  church  a  pure  virgin, 
“  becaufe  it  was  not  defiled  with  cor- 
“  rupt  dodtrine.  But  Thebuli,  becaufe 
he  was  not  made  Bifhop,  endeavored 
te  t0  corrupt  the  church  ;  being  one  of  the 
feven  heretics  among  the  people, whereof 
“  was  Simon,  of  whom  the  Simonians.” 

i  .  =;  '  '  ''  ‘  '  •  ? ' '  •*  '  *  '  !-■  J  .  iTj*-  -4 

nia.y  ke  proper  to  remark,  upon 
theie  padages,  that  nothing  is  contained 
in  them  that,  either  dire&ly  or  implicitly, 
affirms  the  fact  contended  for  by 
EpifGopalians.  They  will  not  pretend, 
that  the  powers  of  ordination,  con- 
firmation,  or  government,  are  here 
appropiiated  to  Bifhops,  or  faid  to  have 

been 
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been  exercifed  by  them,  ia  diftinaion 
from  Prefbyters,  either  by  cuftom,  or  di¬ 
vine  right.  Mention  is  made,  it  is  true, 
of  Bilhops.  They  are  mentioned  alio  in 
the  new-teftament-books  :  nor  was  it 
ever  denied,  that  there  were  Bifhops  in 
the  church,  even  from  the  beginning. 
The  difpute  is,  what  is  their  rank,  or  or¬ 
der,  in  the  church  ?  What  the  fpecial 
powers  they  are  vetted  with  ?  Not  a 
word  is  faid  by  Hegefippus,  in  the  above 
paflages,  from  whence  this  can  be  col- 
leaed;  unlefs  an  argument  fhould  be  fetch¬ 
ed  from  the  succession  in  the  church 
of  Rome,  of  which  he  here  fpeaks.  But 
to  argue  from  hence  would  be  to  little 
purpofe  ;  as  there  might  be  a  succes¬ 
sion  of  Bishops  without  fuppofing  them 
to  have  been  an  order  in  the  church  dif- 
tinft  from,  andfuperior  to,  Prefbyters.--- 
We  fhall  have  occafion  largely  to  consi¬ 
der  the  “  argument  from  fucceflion,” 
when  we  come  to  Iremeus,  who  fays 
more  upon  this  head,  than  all  the  other 
Fathers  of  the  two  firtt:  centuries  put 
together. — 


JUSTIN 


JUSTIN  MARTYR. 


Irlts  character ,  writings,  end  t  eftimonies 
from  than,  with  obfervations  and  remarks . 


JUSTIN  the  Philofopher,  afterwards 
the  Martyr,  was  born  in  Flavia  Nea- 
polis,  a  city  of  Samaria  in  Paleftine,  an¬ 
ciently  called  Sichem,  and  in  our  Savior’s 
day  Sichar.  He  accordingly  fpeaks  of 
him  lei  r  as  a  Samaritan,  in  his  “  diolosrue 
with  Trypho.”  Neither,  fays-  he,  -  did 
I  fear  to  oitend  my-own  countrymen,  the 
Samaritans,  when  I  offered  my  apoloev 
to  Casfar.”  His  father,  whofe  name  was 
P ulcus,  fon  of  Bacchius,  took  early  care 
to  have  him  well  educated  ;  and,  being 
of  an  lnquifitive  ft udious  turn,  he  foon 
made  himfelf  mafter  of  the  philofophy  of 
that  cay,  in  all  its  various  inftitutions  j 
ot  which  his  writings  give  abundant 

proof. 
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proof.  He  is  called  one  of  the  moft  lear- 
necj  of  the  more  early  writer's  of  the 
eaftern  church. 

_  In  his  younger  years,  probably  before 
his  converfion  to  Chriflianity,  he  travelled 
abroad  for  his  further  proficiency  in 
knowledge.  He  went  particularly  to 
Egypt,  “  the  ftaple-plate,”  as  Dr.  Cave 
calls  it, of  all  the  myfleriousand  recondite 
parts  of  learning,  and  therefore  com¬ 
monly  vifited  bythofe,  who  would  make  a 
figure  in  the  world,  asAdepths  inPhilofo- 
phy.  He  was  dertainly'  at  Alexandria  ; 
for  there  it  was,  as  he  himfelf  informs  us,* 
that  he  received  an  account  of  the  “  fe- 
venty’s  tranflation”  of  the  Hebrew-bible, 
and  was  carried  to  the  “  cells”  in  which- 
it  was  faid  they  performed  that  celebrated" 
work  ;  which,  probably,  his  curiofity, 
together  with  the  reports  he  might  have 
had  of  thefe  matters,  by  being  among  the 
Jews,  had  induced  him  particularly  to' 
enquire  after. 

He  went  through  his  philofophical* 
{Indies  under  feveral  mailers.  The  firfl 
was  a  “  Stoic  the  fecond,  a  “  Peripa¬ 
tetic  the  third  a  “  Pythagorean  j” 
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and  the  laft  a  “  Platonift,”  whofe  fenti- 
ments  he  preferred,  and  indeed  was  fa 
well  pleafed  with  that  he  ordered  his  con¬ 
duct  by  them,  until  he  became  a  convert 
to  the  Chriftian  faith,  which  he  ever  af¬ 
ter  efteemed  “  the  only  certain  and  ufe- 
ful  philofophy,’5 

■1  >  1  *  mj  '  r  S  _  •  ( <■  /? 

The  precife  time  of  his  coriverfion  can¬ 
not  be  afcertained.  Dr.  Cave,  and  Til- 
lemont  place  it  at  the  year  1^2  or  133. 
But  whenever  he  was  converted,  the  hoj» 
linefs  of  the  lives  of  Ghriftians,  and  the 
hrmnefs,  refolution,  and  undaunted  cou¬ 
rage,  with  which  they  faced,  and  encounter¬ 
ed,  death  in  the  moft  hideous  forms,  had  & 
very  powerful  influence  in  efFedting  this 
anchge  of  his  religion  :  fo  we  are  informed 
by  himfelf,  in  the  account  he  gives  of  it  to 
the  Roman  Emperor,  in  one  of  his  apo-» 
logies.  Says  he,  *  “  For  my  own  part, 
“  being  yet  detained  under  the  “  Plato- 
“  nic  inftitutions,”  when  I  heard  the 
“  ChriftianS  traduced  and  reproached, 

“  and  yet  faw  them  fearleflly  rufhing 
“  upon  death,  and  venturing  upon  all 
4i  thofe  things  that  are  accounted  moft 

**  dreadful 

X  x 
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“  dreadful  and  amazing  to  human  na- 
“  ture,  I  concluded  with  myfelf,  it  was 
impoffible  that  thofe  men  fhould  wal- 
“  low  in  vice,  and  be  carried  away  with 
^ve  of  luff  and  pleafurc.  For 
what  man,  that  is  a  flave  to  pleafure 
“  and  intemperance,  can  chearfully  bid 
death  welcome,  which  lie  knows  muff 
st  put  a  period  to  all  his  plea  fares  and 
**  delights ;  and  would  not  rather  by  all 
“  means  endeavor  to  prolong  his  life  as 
**  much  as  is  poffible,  and  to  delude  his 
<st  adverfaries,  and  conceal  himfelf  from 
“  the  notice  of  the  Magiftrate,  rather 
**  than  voluntarily  betray  and  offer  him- 
ff‘  felf  to  prefent  execution  His  rea- 
foning  here  is  certainly  juft  :  nor  is  it 
ffrange,  that  fuch  extraordinary  flrength 
of  mind  in  Chriftians  to  bear  up  under 
the  greateff  dangers,  and  undergo  the 
moft  cruel  fufferings  and  deaths,  fhould 
give  him  favorable  thoughts  of  the  reli¬ 
gion  they  profeffed,  and  the  truth  of 
which  they  fo  chearfully  fealed  with  their 
blood.  Marvellous  effects  have  been  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  hearts  of  thofe,  who  have 
been  fpe&ators  of  the  horrid  cruelties 
which  have  been  exercifed  towards  the 
difciples  of  Chriflr,  and  the  amazing 

patience 
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patience,  meeknefs,  fortitude,  and  fub- 
million,  with  which  they  endured  them. 

Having  profefTed  himfelf  a  Chriftian, 
he  is  faid  to  have  led  an  eminently  vir¬ 
tuous  and  holy  life.  It  is  certain,  he  flood 
up  nobly  in  the  Chriftian  caufe  ;  and  it 
ought  always  to  be  remembered  to  his 
honor,  that,  in  a  time  of  hot  perfecution, 
when  a  man’s  only  owning  himfelf  to  be 
a  Chriftian  was  fufficient  to  expofe  him 
to  death,  he  fhould  be  able  to  put  on  re- 
folution  enough  to  become  an  advocate 
for  Chriftians,  a  public  pleader  of  their 
caufe  ;  as  he  appears  to  have  been  by 
his  two  “  apologies”  in  their  behalf. 

He  was  at  Rome,  in  the  reign  of 
fe  Antonine  the  pious,”  when  the  per¬ 
fecution  began  to  break  forth  j  and  he 
then  wrote  an  excellent  “  apology”  in 
their  defence,  and  preferred  it  (as  ap¬ 
pears  from  the  infcription)  to  “Antoninus 
Pius  the  Emperor,  and  to  his  two  fons 
Verus  and  Lucius,  to  the  fenate,  and  by 
them  to  the  whole  people  of  Rome.” 
This  he  did  about  the  year  150,  faysDu- 
pin.  Tillemont  and  Dr.  Grabe  think 
I?  was  hot  presented  before  this  year. 
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Pr.  Cave  fixes  tfie  time  at  140.  Pagi 
and  Bafnage  at  139  ;  whole  opinion,  fays 
Dr.  Lardener,  “appears  to  me  thetruelt, 
for  tfie  reafons  alledged  by  tfiofe  learn¬ 
ed  men.” 

This  apology  (fays  Pq-pin)  is  com- 
monty  called  the  Jecond ,  but  is  really 
f!  JirJl ;  whereas  the  other  common¬ 
ly  fo  called  is  actually  the  fgcond ;  nay, 
S£  if  we  may  give  credit  to  the  teftimony 
of  Eulebius,  was  qot  prefented  to  the 
Emperor,  and  fepate,  until  the  time 
of  Marcus  Antoninus  the  Philofopher, 
“  and  fufceffor  of  Antoninus  Pius/’  Jn 
this  the  melt  learned  writers  are  now 
generally  agreed.  » 

What  Jultin  had  principally  in  view, 
jn  this  “  apology”  was,  “  to  reprefent  the 
“  injulticeof  the  proceedings  again!!  the 
“  Chriltians  ;  for  that,  without  any 
“  enquiry  into  the  true  merits  of  their 
*'*  cafe>  they  were  adjudged  to  death  as 
f<  the  molt  impious,  and  flagitious  of  all 
**  men  ;  only  their  being  called  by  the 
,  name  of  Chriltians,  being  accounted 

“  fuffici.ent  for  their  condemnation.— ffe 
if  juftifies  them  againft  the  calumnies 

that . 
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*■  that  had  been  wickedly  caft  upon  them ; 
“  offering  what  was  abundantly  fuffi- 
**  cient  to  clear  up  their  innocency.  He 
“  particularly  fhews,  that  they  were  not 
“  Atheijis,  as  they  had  been  charafferifed ; 
“  becaufe,  though  they  worfhipped  not 
“  the  gods  of  the  heathen,  yet  they  knew 
“  the  true  God,  and  performed  that  fer- 
“  vice  which  was  agreable  tohim  :  alfo, 
“  that  they  looked  not  for  an  earthly 
“  kingdom  (as  was  fufpedted  of  them, 
and  for  which  caufe  the  Romans  were 
“  fearful  of  their  rebellion),  but  one  that 
**  was  divine  and  heavenly,  on  which 
account  they  were  willing  to  run 
“  the  hazard,  and  fuffer  the  lofs,  of 
this  prefent  life,  which  they  never 
could  do,  were  they  pofTeffed  with  de- 
“  “res  feigning  in  this  world.  He 
likewife  wipes  off  thofe  blafphemies 
“  wherewith  the  Chriftians  were  load- 
“  ed  ioru  their  worfltipping  a  “  crucified 
man,  by  fiuch  as  were  altogether  ig- 
“  n®fant  of  the  myftery  of  the  crofs  of 
‘  i  fhewing  that  the  religion  of 

luch  as  w'orfliipped  the  gods  was  but 
a  vain  and  fordid  fuperflition.  He 
“  moreover,  largely  difcourfes  of  Chrift’ 

“  enfolds  many  things  relative  to  his 

+  m  f*  /y»  t 
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«*  fufFering  on  the  crofs,  and  by  convince 
«*  ing  arguments  proves  the  truth  of  the 
«*  Chriflian  faith  j  not  forgetting  to  re- 
*{  prefent  the  harmlefs  lives  of  Chriflians 
««  their  exadt  obfervance  of  chaflity,  pa- 
**  tience,  peaceablenefs,  gentlenefs,  and 
love,  even  to  their  very  enemies.  Ir 
**  fine,  he  lays  before  them  the  manne: 

of  Chriflians  in  their  celebration  of  th< 
**  facred  rites  of  baptifm  and  the  Lord’i 
**  fupper,  and  their  other  obfervances  . 

which  he  chofe  to  do,  becaufe  of  th< 
*'  bafe  flanders  that  had  been  railed,  anc 
“  fcattered  abroad,  concerning  them  ; 
**  as  if  horrible  and  abominable  thing! 
**  were  pradlifed  by  them  in  their  fecre 
««  meetings  upon  fuch  occafions.”  Thf 
<f  apology”  is  wrote  with  a  freedom  anc 
boldnefs,  becoming  a  ferious,  zealous,  anc 
powerful  advocate  in  pleading  the  caufc 
of  truth  and  righteoufnefs.  And  it  hac 
its  defired  fuccefs.  For  the  Emperor 
moved  by  this  apology,  as  well  as  bj 
other  notices  he  had  received,  gave  ordei 
that  the  Chriflians  henceforward  fhoulc 
be  treated  in  a  regular  and  more  gentle 
way  as  appears  from  his  “  epiflle  tc 
the  commonality  of  Alia,”  preferved  bj 
Eufebius,  in  the  ivth  book,  and  13th 
‘  '  ~'r  ‘  '  chaptei 
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chapter  of  his  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,  by 
Juftin  himfelf  in  his  fecond  apology,  an’d 
from  them,  by  other  writers.  The  En- 
glilh  reader  may  meet  with  it,  in  a  lan¬ 
guage  he  understands,  in  Dr.  Cave’s 
Jives  of  the  Fathers. 


The  “  fecond  apology,”  forfie  few 
fentences  of  which  are  loft,  does  not  com¬ 
prehend  fuch  variety  of  matter  :  it  is  a 
complaint  or  remonftrance  directed  to 
the  Emperor ,reprefenting  the  injuries  that 
were  unjuftly  offered  to  the  Chriftians  * 
and  making  anfwer  to  the  things  objedl- 
again  ft  them.  In  this  u  apology,”  he 
lefcribes  the  fnaresthat  were  laid  for  him 
>y  a  certain  Cynic  Philofopher,  named 
Crefcens,  through  whofe  procurement 
j  expeaed  to  Suffer  death.  «  I  expea 
fays  he)  by  Some  of  thofe  who  falfely 
all  theinfelves  Philofophers,  to  be  be- 
rayed,  or  brought  to  the  ftake  or  tree ;  it 
aay  be  by  this  Crefcens,  a  lover  of  popular 
pplaufe,  and  of  infolent  arrogance  -,  a  man 

n  worthy  to  be  called  a  Philofopher,  be. 
auie  he  nnMJrlw  .1  . 


a,u.  ,  **e  Pubhcly  witneffes  the  things 
-hich  he  knoweth  not,  as  if  the  Chrif- 
ans  were  atheiftical  and  impious  ;  and 

1  If  bc,  m  ffvor  with>  and  pleafe,  the 
lulhtudes  whom  he  hath  deceived.”  It 
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It  was  not  long  before  it  happened 
according  to  what  he  had  fuggefted.  For 
we  are  told,  by  Tatian,  a  difciple  of  Juf- 
tin,  that  this  fame  “  Crefcens”  procured 
his  death,  which  he  fuffered,,  fays  Du- 
pin,in  the  fixth  year  of  the  reign  of  Mar¬ 
cus  Antoninus,  the  Philofopher ;  that  is, 
in  the  year  of  Chrift  160.  Dr.  Cave 
fays,  in  164.  Tillemont,  in  167  or  168, 
Fabricus  fuppofes  be  was  born  in  89, 
and  fuffered  martyrdom  in  the  74th 
year  of  his  age,  A.  D.  163.  Dr.  Grab< 
is  of  the  fame  opinion  as  to  the  time,  botl 
of  his  birth,  and  death. 

His  name  is  often  mentioned  with  ho¬ 
nor  by  the  ancientChriflian  writers.  Ta¬ 
tian  calls  him  “  an  admirable  man.’ 
Methodius  lays,  “  he  was  not  far  re¬ 
moved  from  the  Apoftles  in  time,  o; 
virtue”.  Eufebius  mentions  him  as  one 
that  was  “  famous,  not  long  after  the 
Apoflles,  an  embracer  of  the  true  philo- 
fophy,  and  well  ftudied  and  exercifed  ir 
the  do&rine  of  the  Gentiles.”  Photiui 
fays,  “  he  was  well  acquainted  with,  the 
Chriftian  philofophy,  and  efpecially  with 
the  heathen  ;  rich  in  the  knowledge  ol 
hiftory,  and  other  parts  of  learning 
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But  he  took  little  eare  to  fst  off  the  native 
beauty  of  philofophy  with  the  ornaments 
of  rhetoric.  For  which  rcafon,  his  dif- 
dourfes,  though  Weighty  and  learned,  want 
thofe  allurements  which  are  apt  to  attract 
the  vulgar.’*'  He  adds,  “  He  (hewed 
nimfelf  a  Philofopher  not  only  in  words, 
but  in  his  adtions,  and  his  habit  .  ^ 

X 

His  Writ  INGSa 


THE  writings  afcribed  to  jfuftin  are 
numerous.  But,  as  his  “  firft  apology,” 
hich  we  have  already  taken  notice,  is 
the  only  work  of  his  we  (hall  have  oc~ 
canon  to  tranfcribe  from,  I  lhall  barely 

^  y  infers 

fS'Sl?r'  ?a,f’  laid  a  fide  his  former  profef- 

fon.  he  ft  ill  retained  his  ancient  garb,  preaching  and  de- 
endmg  (as  Eufeblus,  .and  Jerom  report)  the  Chriftian 
rggton  under  his  old  »  phiIofophicR  hit, 

5?  ,  P?"  u®’  or  cloak.  '  the  uftial  badge  of  the 

Oreelc  Fhilofophens,  and  which  thole  Chr.ftLs  ftdi 

■l&H w  :w°\  be£orectheir  converfon,  had  been  pto- 
:f  ,  HiilOiOphers.  So  Jerom  tells  us  of  Ariftides 

thSt’  lmder  his  forroer  habit! 

aLS  Rill  t  »  ®d  °rieen  of  Heraclas, 

•  rds  Bifhop  of  Alexandria,  that,  giving  himfelf 

S£&SB£1.  “A of  'he 

?  *  P  ‘  '^leh  ke  conftantly  wore,  even  afte** 

he  became  Prefbyter  of  the  Chriftian  church  "  This 

ehyich"y  3SeS>  3100112  «d.[s  in'  the  Roraan 
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infert  a  catalogue  of  what  he  has  wrote 
leaft  I  ihould  take  up  more  room  about 
that  which  is  not  diredlly  to  our  purpofe, 
than  can  be  well  fpared. 

r'  *  • 

His  works  may  be  diftinguifhed  into 
thofe  that  aie  ftill  extant,  and  held  to  be 
genuine  ■,  thofe  that  are  loft,  and  fome  of 
them  of  doubtful  authority  5  and  thofe 
that  arc  fuppofttitious,  but  moftlv  yet 
remaining.  We  fhall  diftin&ly  "enu¬ 
merate  them  under  thele  clafles. 

Genuine  and  extant. 

**  Par  an^esis,”  or  an  exhortation  to 
the  Gentiles.  “  Elenchus,”  an  oration 
to  the  Greeks.  «  Two  apologies”  in 
behalf  of  Chriftians.  A  book  concern¬ 
ing  the  “  Monarchy  of  God.”  A  “  di¬ 
alogue  with  Trypho,”  the  Jew.  An 

**  epiftle  to  Diognetus.”  ‘  ~  • 

\  '  ..  * 

*  i  »  v  .  11  ^  ♦**  '■  ***  /  v-  ■.  -  *■  » A  **  H  +■  -A  .  A  •  A  '  -9*? 

Lost  and  in  part  doubtful. 

A  *  discoure  againft  all  herefies,  and 
again  ft  Marcion.”  “  Two  books  againft 
the  Gentiles,”  A  “  commentary  on  the 

hex  a  me  ton,” 
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hexameron.”  A  book  called  “  pfaltes.” 
Another  concerning  “  the  foul,”  a  fco- 
liftical  difcourle.  A  “'commentary  ;  on 
the  apocalypfe.”  An  “  epiftle  ad  papam.” 

A  “difcourfe  on  the  refurre<Xion.” 

#  } 

Supposititious. 

A  book  “  de  monarchia.”  An  “ex- 
pofition  of  the  true  faith  concerning  the 
trinity.”  A  “  confutation  of  certain  arif- 
totelian  opinions.”  “  Queftions  pro¬ 
pounded  by  the  Chriftians  to  the  Gen¬ 
tiles,  and  their  anfwers  to  them,  with  a 
confutation  of  them.”  “  Certain  quef¬ 
tions  propounded  by  the  Greeks  to  the 
Chriftians,  with  the  anfwers  of  the  Chrif¬ 
tians.  “  The  anfwers  to  one  hundred 
and  forty-fix  queftions  ad  orthodoxos.’* 

“  Summary  folutions  of  doubts  refpe£t~ 
ing  religion.”  L  'i'"-- "  ?*' 

Pertinently  juft  is  the  remark  of 
Hanmer,  having  fpoken  of  thefe  fuppofi- 
titious  works  of  Juftin  j  “  Upon  how 
frail  a  foundation  are  thofe  unfound 
doctrines  of  the  Papifts  built  (for  the 
proof  of  which  thefe  fpurious  writings 
are  often  alledged)  namely,  the.  lawful 
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ufe  of  the  crofs,  the  Virgin  Mary  with¬ 
out  fin,  keeping  and  worfhip'ping  of  re-, 
liquos,  the  ufe  of  Crifm,  ceiemonies  of 

the  mafs,  and  that  confirmation  is  a  fa- 
crament  r” 

I  shail  Only  add  concerning  this  Fa¬ 
ther,  that,  though  he  appears  to  have 
oeen  a  man  of  confiderable  learning,  and 
very  converlant  with  the  facred  writings, 
yet  his  reafoning  fometimes  will  not  bear 
being  clofely  examined  ;  nor  are  his  in¬ 
terpretations  of  the  fcripture  always  fuch, 
as  would  be  admired  in  this  age  of  the 
world.'  He  does  not  feem  to  have  been 
ffudjous.  of  art  in  fetting  off  his  difcquf- 
fes.  His  manner  is  more  like  a  rigid 
Fhilofopher,  than  an  eloquent  orator.  He 
is  often  dry,  and  fometimes  oblcure.  Nor 
would  it  do  him  wrong,  fhould  it  be  faid, 
that  he  was  not  without  defeat  as  to  his 
religious  fentimcnts.  His  notion  of  the 
**  jnilienium"  was  too  grofs  and  carnal, 
His  conceit,  **  that  feme  of  the  finning 
apgeis  had  too  free  communication  with 
women  ;  begetting  Daemons,  and  intro¬ 
ducing  by  this  means,  all  kind  of  wick’-’ 
ednefs ;  among  men,”  is  quite  extravagant. 
He  may  be  thought  to  have  Ieflened  the 

39a  °  0  »  glorious* 
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glorious  efficacy  of  the  crofs  of  Chrift  by 
declaring,  “  that  they  that  lived  accord-, 
ing  to  the  principles  of  natural  reafon, 
as  Socrates,- Heraclitus,  and  others,  might 
be  called  Chriftians.”  He  feems  indeed 
to-  fuppofe,  they  were  “  faved  by  having 
lived  up  to  the  law  of  nature.”  This  no 
meer  man  ever  yet  did  j  for  which  rea- 
ion,  whoever  are  faved,  muft  be  faved 
upon  the  foot  of  grace  through  Chridr  • 
and  in  this  way,  why  fhould  it  be  thought 
incredible,  that  fome  among  the  heathen 
rnay  have  been,  faved  ,  though  th^' 

knew  not  the  plan  upon  which  they  ob¬ 
tained  mercy  ?  ■ 


1  HAVE  not  mentioned  thefe  imper¬ 
fections  of  this  venerable  Father  to  dif- 
cover  his  nakednefs,  but  to  make  it  ma- 
mfed,  that  the  infpired  writings  only  are 
exempt  from  error  and  defect,,  and  that 
thofe  of  the  moft  eminent  men,  how¬ 
ever  ancient,  are  to  be  read  with  caution 
examined  by  the  only  touch-ftone  of  re- 

X7ofr>  th,c  puka  and  unerr>ng 

word  of  God,  and  approved  of  (o  far  onlv 

ShmfeS  "a  agree  herewhh.  By 

bn-  .f  God>  "  holding  faff”  that 
tuy  wh‘ch  we  have  ••  proved  to  begood.- 

Testimonies 


:  v 
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Testimonies  from  Justin. 

Apol.  I. p.  95. — “We  bring  him  that 
is  perfuaded,  and  agrees  With  us  in  his 
fentiments,  to  the  place  where  the 
•  brethren,  fo  called,  are  assembled  for 
common  prayers  both  for  themfelves,  the 
baptifed  illuminated,  ton  phot'uthentos J 
perfon,and  all  others  every  where  j  which 
prayers  we  perform  with  an  intenfemind, 
that  we  may  be  counted  worthy,  and  may 
be  faved  with  an  everlafting  ialvation. 
Prayers  being  ended,  we  mutually  falute 
one  another  with  a  kifs.  Bread,  and  a 
cup  of  water  and  wine,  are  then  brought 
to  the  President  of  the  brethren 
[to  proejloti  ton  adelphon  ,-]  and  he,  receiv¬ 
ing  them,  offers  [fends  up]  praife  and 
glory  to  the  Father  of  all  things,  through 
the  name  of  the  Son,  and  the  holy  Spirit 
and  he  is  long  in  giving  thanks,  for  that 
we  are  thought  worthy  of  thefe  bleflings. 
When  he  has  ended  prayer,  and  giving 
of  thanks,  the  whole  people  prefent  fig- 
nify  their  approbation,  by  faying,  amen. 
Amen,  in  the  Hebrew  language  means, 
“  let  the  thing  be,  or  come  to  pafs.”  The 
Prefident  having  given  thanks  [eucbarijie- 
Jj fantos  tou  proejiotes ,]  and  the  whole  peo- 

pie 
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pie  having  expreffed  their  approbation, 
ihofe  that  are  called  among  us  Deacons 
[ Diakonot]  diftribute  to  every  one  of  thofe 
that  areprefent,  that  they  may  partake 
of  the  bread,  and  wine  and  water,  for 
which  thanks  has  been  given ;  and  to  thofe 
that  are  not  prefent,  they  carry.  This  ali¬ 
ment  is  called  among  us  the  eucharist, 
which  no  one  may  lawfully  partake  of,* 
but  he  that  believes  thofe  things  to  be 
true,  which  have  been  taught  by  us,  and 
has  been  wafhed  in  the  Paver  that  is  for 
the  remiffioa  of  fins,  and  regeneration  * 
2nd  fo  lives  as  Chrift  has  delivered* 


jApol.  ib  p.  97.  “  And  upon  Sunday, 
all  thofe  who  live  in  cities  and  country- 
towns  or  villages  belonging  to  them 

meet  together,  *  and  the  writings  of 

Apoftles 

*  °f  r  an  °‘^naI  taught  of  the  primitive 

church  in  an  fiver  to  the  author  of  the  «  enquiring 

“s  conftltut,on;’  takes  no*J&  of  this  paffage  as  quoted 

ONLY  in  p,  17  of  the  e<  mnnimr  »»  k  ,  quoted 

<<  on  Sun^v  lv\  rr  J  i  Y, 5  where  the  words  are, 
on  ouiidav  all  affemble  together  in  the  fame  nhr<*  ’ 

.  rrfr- 

all  olace-'  nf  thp  rb  accoun1t  Chriftian  pradice,  in 
ail  places  of  the  Chnihan  world  }  whereas  our  enquirer’s 

*  bu&iefs 
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Apoftles  and  Prophets  are  read,  as  the 
time  will  allow.  And  the  Leflor  being 
filent,  the  President  [0  Proejlos]  ad- 
monilhes,  and  exhorts  to  an  imitation 
of  thofe  things  that  are  comely.  We 
then  all  in  common  rife  up,  and  pour 
out  prayers.  And,  as  we  have  related, 
prayers  being  ended,  bread  and  wine  and 
water  are  brought,  and  the  President 
[0  Proejlos ,]  as  above,  gives  thanks  ac¬ 
cording  to  his  ability  ;  and  the  people 

fignify 

bufinefs  was  to  make  it  a  particular  inftance  of  a  tingle 
Bifhop’s  diocefs,  and  that  all  the  members  of  it,  both  “  in 
city  and  country,' *  met  in  one  and  the  fame  place  toge¬ 
ther  at  once  ;  and  if  it  were  fo,  then  “  cities  and 
Countries,”  in  the  plural  number,  would  be  too  much  for 
him  ;  for  if  they  proved  any  thing  in  that  fenfe,  they 
would  prove  that  “  cities  and  countries,”  indefinitely 
taken,  wherever  there  were  any  Chriftians  in  them,  met 
all  together  every  Sunday,  and  made  but  one  congrega- ' 
tion.”  But  if  this  remarker  had  turned  his  readers,  as 
he  would  have  done,  had  he  aded  a  fair  part,  to  p.  42  of 
the  “  enquiry,”  he  would  at  once  have  made  it  glaringly 
evident,  that  the  anfwer  he  has  here  given  was  nothing 
to  the  purpofe.  For  the  paifage  in  Juftin  is  here  in- 
ferted  to  the  full,  both  in  the  original  Greek,  and 
an  Englilh  trandation.  The  words,  as  quoted  in  Greek, 
are  thefe,  '*  Tee  tou  eeliou  lego min ee  f.e- 

MERA,  PAN  TO  N  KATA  POLEIS  EE  AGROUS  ME- 
NONTON  EPI  TO  AUTO  SUNK  LEVSIS  GIN  ETA1  r" 
the  very  words  quoted,  by  our  remarker,  in  correction 
ofp.  17  of  the  tc  enquiry.”  And  the  Englilh  transla¬ 
tion  of  thefe  words,  in  this  42d  p.  of  the  <e  enquiry,” 
is  the  fame  with  that  the  remarker  himfeif  has  given  of 

them* 


Justin  martyr.  35» 

fignify  their  approbation,  faying,  amen. 
Diftribution  and  communication  is  then 
made  to  every  one  that  has  joined  in  giv¬ 
ing  thanks  and  to  thofe  that  are  a  Went 
itisfentby  theDEACONS.  And  thofe  that 
are  wealthy^  and  willing,  contribute  ac¬ 
cording  to  their  pleafure.  What  is  col¬ 
lected,.  is  depofited  in  the  hands  of  the 
the  Preftdent  [para  to  ProeJloti,~\  and  he 

Z  2  helps 

K  -  *  *,  1  1  \  •  *  ‘ 


them,  only  jnfiead  of"  cities  and  countries/’  the  «*  en- 
ry  has  it,  “  in  city  and  country;  '  Hut  who  does 
hot  at  once  fee,  that,  conformably  to  the  fentiment  of 
Juftin,-  it  is  perfectly  indifferent,  whether  his  words  are 
tranflated^  “  cities  and  countries,”  or  "  city  and 
country  ?”  The  word  agros  may  properly  be 
taken  to  fignify  that  part  of  a  country  which 
is  adjacent  to  fome  city,  whofe  towns  or  villages 
belong^  to  it;  The  "  enquiry”  might  underftand  the 
word  m  this  fenfe  ;  fuppofing  that  Juftin's  meaning 
Was,  that  all  the  Chriftians,  whether  they  lived  in  a  city0 
Or  fome  village  in  the  country  near  to  it,  and  a  territo¬ 
ry  of  it,  auembled  together  every  Sunday;  And  in  this 
fenfe  of  the  word,  agros,  it  is  precifely  the  fame 
thing,  whether  the  tranflation  be,  "  in  cities  and  coun- 
tries  or  "  in  the  city  and  country.”  And  the  fame 
may  be  faid,  Jhouid  we  fuppofe,  with  our  remarker,  that 
the  thought  Juftin  intended  to  communicate,  was,  that 
all  the  Chriftians  in  the  Roman  empire,  or  elfewhere 
throughout  the  world,  “  in  citiesor  countries,  afl'embled 
together  on  Sunday  ;  for  he  riiuft  mean,  not  in  one 

fc°A  Y’  U  m/rD^TIN.CT  congregations.  And 
hey  thus  affembled,.  it  imift  be  epi  to  a  ufo,  "  in 

ae  iame  place,  that  is,  not  the  whole  complex  body, 
Hut  each  part  of  which  that  body  did  conlift.  This, 
tWRhout  doubt,  was  the  meaning  of  Juftin,  and  of  the 


aivthci 


-  ■  T  / 
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helps  the  orphans,  and  widows,  thofe  that 
are  in  want  by  reafon  of  ficknefs,  or  any 
other  caufe  ;  thole  that  are  in  bonds,  and 
that  come  ftrangers  from  abroad.  He  is 

"  the 

\  v  » 

author  of  the  “  enquiry/’  in  the words  he  has  quoted 
from  him.  And,  in  this  view  of  therp,  they  are  a  clear 
and  ftrong  proof  of  what  they  were  introduced  to  ma£e 
evident  ;  which,  was,  that,  in  Juftin’s  day,  according  to' 
his  account,  theBifhop’s  charge  was  a  tingle  congregation 
of  Chrift  ians,  who  ufually  affeinbled  together  on  Sunday, 
or  met  in  the  fame  place,  for  the  performance  of  thofe 
religious  fervices  he  particularly  rentes.  And  they  are 
as  exprefs  and  full  to  the  purpofe,  as  could  be  defired  * 
efpecially  if  it:  be  remembered,  that  thefe  religious  af- 
femblies  are  directly  fpoken  of  by  Juftim  as  having  each 
of  them  their  'Pnefes,  Bifhop,  Paftor,  Prime-Prefbyter, 
Or  whatever  Other  name  any  m'ay  pleafe  to  give  him  ; 
who,  when  the  (Thrift  ihns  were  thus  together  in  their 
feveral  places  of  worfhip,  preached  to  them,  adminiftered 
the  facraments,  and  did  whatever  elfe  was  proper  to  his 
office,  atfuch  times.  This  is  certainly  Juftin’s  reprefen- 
tation  of  the  matter,  imlefs  all  the  Chriftians., 
throughout  cities  and  countries,’' met  together  every 
Sunday,  in  one  general  body  ;  which  our  re- 
marker  juftly  fays  is  “  too  much"  to  be  his  meaning  : 
nor  could  if  poffib’ly  be  the  truth  of  fadf.  And  it  is  mold 
obvioufly  remarkable,  not  a  word  is  faid,  or  difhntly 
hinted,  as  if  there  was  any  officer  in  the  Chriftiari 
church  fuperior  to  thefe  Prefidents,  or  that  any  of  them 
ached  under  him,  as  placed  at  their  head  ;  which  muff  be 
deemed  an  unpardonable  omifjion  in  Juft  in,  if  there  had 
been,  in  his  day,  fuch  an  ecclefiaftical  officer  :  efpecially 
If  it  be  confidered,  that  he  was  now  writing  to  the  “  Em¬ 
peror,  the  fenate,  and  the  whole  body  of  the  Roman  peo¬ 
ple,"  on  purpofe  to  give  them  a  fair  and  impartial  ac¬ 
count  of  the  nature,  deiign,  and  tendency  of  the  meeting 
together  of  Chriftians,  with  thofe  who  had  the  fuperfo- 
tendency  of  their  religious  affairs, 
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C.  * 

the  kind  guardian  of  all  that  are  in  want. 
We  all  assemble  on  Sunday,  becaufe 
God,  difpelling  the  darknefs,  and  inform¬ 
ing  the  firft  matter,  created  the  world  ; 
and  alfo  becaufe,  upon  that  day,  Jefus 
Chrift  ourSavior  role  from  the  dead.  For 
the  day  before  Saturday  he  was  crucified, 
and  the  day  after  it,  which  is  Sunday,  he 
appeared  to  his  Apoftles  and  difciples, 
and  taught  them  tliofe  things,  which  we 
have  now  related  to  you,  and  ye  yourfelvess 
may  lee.”— — 

Observations. 

»  .  .  *  ' 

ONE  can  fcarce  read  the  foregoing 
paffages,  and  not  take  notice  of  the  un¬ 
adulterated  manner  in  which  gofpel-ordi- 
mances  are  reprelented  to  have  been  ad- 
ininiftered  in  that  day.  Nothing  is  faicf 
ef  thofe  ceremonies  and  fuperliitious  ad¬ 
ditions,  which,  in  after  times,were  brought 
in,  and  obferved,  to  the  dishonor  of  God, 
the  difturbance  of  the  church,  and  de¬ 
spoiling  the  ordinances  themfelves  of  their 
native  purity  and  Simplicity,  in  which  they 
appeared  with  a  glory  infinitely  Superior 
to  that,  which  men  have  vainly  endea¬ 
vored,  by  mixtures  of  their  own  invention, 
to  put  upon  them.  Thefe,  in  truth,  have 
deformed,  not  adorned  them. — But  to 
gome  nearer  to  the  point  iij  hand.  It 


» 
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It  will  obvioufly  be  perceived,  by  a 
curiory  reading  only,  that  no  evidence  can 
be  colled ed,  from  thefe  testimonies,  in 
favor  of  the  fact  pleaded  for  by  Epis¬ 
copalians,  Not  fo  much  as  the  word, 
Bifhop,  is  to  be  found  in  them.-— Not  a 
Syllable  is  !i  Sped,  importing  a  threefold 
order  of  officers  in  the  church,  Bifliops, 
frefbytcrs,  and  Deacons. - No  insinua¬ 

tion  is  given,  not  fo  much  as  indirectly 
or  implicitly,  that  Bifliops  were  officers 
Superior  in  their  order  to  Prefbyters.— 
In  Short,  fo  far  is  ordination,  or  con-? 
firm  at  ion,  from  being  appropriated 
to  Bifliops  as  their  exclusive  right,  that 
not  the  leaft  hint  is  fuggefted  about  the 
one,  or  the  other.  And  this  is  the  more 
worthy  of  notice,  as  a  very  particular  ac¬ 
count  is  exhibited  of  the  obfeivation  of 
the  Lord’s  day,  of  the  administration  of 
baptifm  and  the  Lord’s  Supper,  and  of 
their  being  administered  by  the  Presi¬ 
dents  OF  THE  ^BRETHREN.  Surely, 
Juftin  would  not  have  omitted  to  fpeak 
of  fo  important  a  matter  as  the  office  and 
distinguishing  powers  of  Bifliops,  if  he 
had  thought  of  them  as  fome  Episcopa¬ 
lians  do  at  this  day.  He  had  as  fair  an 
opportunity  to  mention  thefe  things,  as 

the 

■4  *  • 
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the  other  ;  yea,  if  Bi (hops,  in  his  day, 
had  been  thofe  effentially  neceffary  offi¬ 
cers  in  the  church,  that  they  are  made  to 
be  in  this,  he  might  with  as  much,  nay, 
with  much  more,  reafon  have  brought 
them  into  view.  He  certainly  did  not 
know  of  fuch  Bilhops  as  are  now  con-? 
tended  for.  Had  there  been  any  of  this 
kind,  in  his  day,  it  was  altogether  inex- 
cufable  in  him,  while  pleading  the  caufe 
of  Chriftians,  to  let  it  fuffer,  by  faying 
nothingof  that,  which  is  now  thought  toen- 
ter  into  the  very  being  of  Chriftianity  itfelf. 

It  may  be  pertinently  added  to  what 
has  been  faid,  that  the  Prases,  Pro¬ 
positus,  or,  in  Englifh,  President  of 
the  brethren,  was  nothing  more  than  the 
Pallor  of  a  single  flock,  or  congregation, 
b  or  he  is  defcribed  as  “  leading  in  the  pray¬ 
ers  of  a  whole  church,  preaching  to  them, 
adminiftring  the  Lord’s  fupper, and  fend¬ 
ing  theconiecrated  elements  to  thofe  who 
could  not  be  prefent  at  the  time  of  ad- 
miniflration.”  And  it  is  remarkable,  not 
a  word  is  faid  of  his  being  placed  over 
Prefbyters  as  their  ruler  and  Governor. 
Inftead  of  this,  he  is  called  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  brethren.  And  Prefi- 
dents  and  Deacons  are  the  two  orders 


35®  JUSTIN  MARTYR, 

¥ 

i«i  the  church  he  particularly  fpecifies  ; 
meaning  by  Prefidents,  thofe  officers  thajt 
were,  in  this  age,  promifcuoufly  called 
either  Bifhops,  or  Pre&yters  ;  or,  at  moft 
he  could  intend  nothing  more  than  Prime- 
Prejbyters,  diftinguiihing  them  as  fuch  by 
the  application  of  this  name  to  them. 
Moft  certainly,  he  could  not  mean  Bi¬ 
fhops  in  the  impleaded  fenfe  ;  for  then' 
there  would  be  only  Bifhops  and  Deacons 
in  the  church  :  neither  could  he  mean 
Prefbyters  in  diftinftion  from  Bifhops  ; 
for,  in  this  view,  there  would  be  no  Bi¬ 
fhops.  The  plain  truth  is,  juftin  knew 

of  but  TWO  INSTITUTED  ORDERS  of 

church-officers,  the  firft  of  which  he 
calls  Presidents,  meaning  hereby  thofe 
officers  that  were  then  called  both  Bi¬ 
fhops  and  Prefbyters  ;  the  other.  Dea¬ 
cons.  And  herein  he  agrees,  not  only 
with  the  apoftolical  writers,  but  with  all 
his  predeceflors  to  the  day  in  which  he 
lived,  who  mention  only  two  orders 
of  officers  in  the  church  ;  the  firft  of 
which  they  promifcuoufly  call  either  Bi¬ 
fhops  or  Prefbyters,  fometimes  the  for¬ 
mer,  and  fometimes  the  latter. 


melito. 


MELITO,  TATIAN,  ATHENA-, 
GORAS,  HERMIAS,  THEO- 

PHILUS,APOLLINAkruS, DI¬ 
ONYSIUS'  of  Corinth,  PYNL 
TUS,  PHILIP,  MODESTUS, 
MUSANUS,  BARDESANES, 

The  Epistle  of  the  Churches 
of  Vienne  and  Lyons. 


TTHE  above  named  Fathers  were 
X  all  writers.  I  have,  with  Du-pin, 
placed  them  after  Juftin,  and  before  Ire- 
naeus,  and  in  the  fame  order  ;  which, 
perhaps,  is  as  exaft  as  any  they  could  be 
put  in.  There  was  no  real  need  of  bring¬ 
ing  thefe  writers  to  view  ;  as  the  works 
ot  moft  of  them  are  loft,  and  thofe  of  the 
other  have  nothing  that  falls  in  with  our 
prelent  defign  :  but  it  was  thought  beft 
not  to  pafs  them  over,  without  faying 

r^Y^htKeJ?r0?er  t0Sive  thereade? 
a  jt.ft  idea  both  of  them,  and  of  their 
.writings. 


MELITO, 
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MELITO.  He  was  Bifhop  of  Sardis, 
in  Alia,  and  fome  fuppofe  him  to  have 
been  the  “  Angel  of  the  church”  there* 
to  whom  one  of  the  epiftles  in  the  “  apo- 
calypfe”’is  diredled  j  but  without  theleaft 
probability  of  truth.  He  flourifhed,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Dr.  Cave,  about  the  year  170. 
Du-pin  brings  him  down  a  few  years 
lower.  Eufebius  introduces  Polycrates 
fpeaking  of  him  in  th'at  flile,  “’Melito 
the  Eunuch.”  It  is  generally  laid,  he  is 
thus  fpoken  of  on  account  of  his  extra¬ 
ordinary  chafte  and  felf-denying  life  in 
celibacy,  for  ieligion’s  fake.  But  no  good 
reafon  has  yet  been  given,  fo  far  as  I  have 
feen,  why  the  literal  meaning  of  the  word 
fhould  be  departed  from,  jerom  tells  us, 
from  one  of  Tertullian’s  works,  “  that 
he  was  efleemed  a  Prophet  by  many  of 
tHe  people,”  that  is,  a  man  infpired  by  the 
Holy  Ghoft.  He  alfo  informs  us,  from 
the  fame  writer,  that  his  “  genius  was 
eloquent  and  oratorical.”  He  nimfelf, 
as  Eufebius  writes  in  a  quotation  from 
him,  tells  us,  “  that  he  had  travelled  into 
the  eaft,  and  had  compiled  in  order  the 
books  of  the  old  teflament,  as  they  were 
then  and  there  received  upon  which, 
£e  adds,  “  we  have  wrote  fix  books  of 

commentareis.” 
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commentaries.”  The  catalogue  he  has 
here  exhibited  contains  the  fame  books, 
with  thofe  we  now  acknowledge  as  ca¬ 
nonical  ;  only  Efther  and  Nehemiah  are 
not  inferted,  for  what  reafon  I  know  not, 
unlefs  they  were  not  efteemed,  in  that 
day,  as  equal  in  authority  with  the  other 
books.  Dr.  Lardner  fays,  “  This  is  the 
firft  catalogue  of  the  books  of  the  old 
teilament,  recorded  by  any  Chriilian 
writer.” 

This  Father  is  exceeded  by  few,  if  any, 
in  his  day,  as  to  the  number  of  books 
which  he  wrote.  Eufebius  has  given  us 
the  following  catalogue  of  them.”  * 
“  Two  books  concerning  eafter.”  One 
concerning  “  the  rule  of  right  living, 
and  of  the  Prophets.”  Another  «*  of 
the  church.”  Another  “of  the  Lord’s  day.” 
Alfo  one  book  “  concerning  the  nature 
of  man.”  Another  of  “  his  formation.” 
Another  “  of  the  obedience  of  the  fenfes 
to  faith.”  Moreover,  a  book  “  of  the  foul, 
and  body,  and  mind.”  Another  “  of 
baptifm.”  Another  “  of  the  truth,  faith, 
and  the  generation  of  Jefus  Chrift.”  One 

A  a  a  alfo 

^  f.  ,■  ‘  *  ,[  t  .  s 

H.  E#  Lib,  vi,  cap,  xxvL 
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alfo  “  concerning  prophefy.”  Another 
“  of  hofpitaiity.”  A  book  entitled,  “  of 
the  key.”  Another,  “  of  the  devil.” 
Another  “  of  the  revelation  of  John.5* 
Another  “  of  the  incorporeal  God,”  or, 
as  others  tranflate  the  original  words! 
“  of  God  incarnate.”  Finally,  his 
“  little  book  to  Antoninus undoubted¬ 
ly  meaning  tlie  “  apology”  he  addrefTed 
to  Him,  in  Behalf  of  the  fuffering  Chrif- 
tians.  The  date  of  this  apology,  in  Eu- 
febius’s  “  chronicle,”  with  which  the 
“  Alexandrian”  agrees,  is  170.  But  Til— 
lemont  places  it  in  175  y  Bafriage  iii 
177,  which  latter  date  Dr.  Lardner 
thinks  comes  neared  the  truth. 

How  long  this  celebrated'Father  lived! 
and  in  what  manner  he  died,  cannot  be" 
faidat  this  day.  Thus  much  only  wd 

find* 

Dr.  Lardner  has  not  tranflated  the  title  of  this  book,  be- 
caufe,  fays  he,  “  the  meaning  of  it  is  doubtful.”  Says 
Du-pin,  “  It  is  exprelfed  in  Greek,  Peri  ensoma- 
tou  TkEO  U,  “  of  God  incarnate,”  or  “  inverted  vvitH 
a  body.”  Others  expound  this  partage  after  another 
manner,  fuppofing,  that  he  maintained  that  God  was 
“  corporeal.”  This  laft  is  not  the  proper  fi  gnificaticii 
of  the  Greek  word.  However,  Origen,  cited  by  Theo- 
doret,  in  quef.  20,  in  Exod.  fays,  “  That  Melito  wrote 
a  book  concerning  God,  that  he  was  corporeal.”  Ecclef, 
h'irt.  p.  55.  nete  c.’ 
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«$nd,  that  Polycrates,  in  his  “  epiffle  to 
the  church  of  Rome,”  fpeaks  of  him,  as 
“buried  in  Sardis,  waiting  fora  vifita- 
tion  from  Heaven,  when  our  Lord  fliail 
i;a  fe  him  from  the  dead.”  * 


TATIAN.  .  He  was  born  in  Aflyria, 
•where  he  was  inftrufifed  in  the  theology 
cf  the  Grecians.  The  time  of  his  con- 
verfion  to  theChriftian  faith  is  uncertain; 
but  it  was  effected,  at  leaft  in  part,  by- 
reading  the  facred  books, and  by  confider- 
ing  the  corruptions  and  abfurdities  of 
Paganifm.  Of  thefe  things,  he  has  in¬ 
formed  us  himfelf  in  his  “  difcotirfe  again# 
the  Gentiles,”  the  only  one,  among  the 
njany  he  wrote,  -Jr  that  is  ftill  remaininp-. 
He  is  fuppofed  to  have  publilhed  it  be¬ 
fore  he  left  tne  catholic  opinions  ;  Dr. 
Lardner  thinks,  between  165  and  1 
He  appears,  from  this  performance,  to 
have  been  a  diligent  ftudent  in  prophane 
learning.  It  is  indeed  filled  vyith  it  • 
though  the  matters  he  treats  of  are  not 

methodifed 


Euteb.  H.  E.  Lib.  v.  cjp,  24. 
f  Eufebius  fays,  (<  He  left  •*.  • 

“  **  "  **  “ 

dir 


362  TATI  A  N. 

'  methodifed  in  the  niceft  manner.  Eu- 
febius  calls  this  work  “  an  elaborate  one;5' 
and  lays,  “it  is  the  moft  elegant  and  ufe- 
ful  of  all  his  writings.”  He  was  Juftin’s 
difciple,  and  lived  in  communion  with  the 
church  during  his  life  ;  but  afterwards 
he  embraced  a  variety  of  very  abfurd  no¬ 
tions,  and  became  the  founder  of  a  new 
fed, called “Encratites,”  or  “Continents.” 
He  condemned  the  ufeofwine,  anddiverfe 
forts  of  flefh,  denied  the  lawfulnefs  of 
marriage,  the  falvation  of  Adam,  and, 

•  what  is  much  worfe,  the  reality  of Chrift’s 
fufFerings  :  befides  all  which,  he  main¬ 
tained  the  dodrine  of  Valentinus’s  “  in- 
vilible  aeons,”  and  aflerted,  withMarcion, 
that  there  are  “  two  Gods.”  Eufebius 
fpeaks  *  of  his  having  “  patched  toge¬ 
ther,  a  kind  of  harmony  and  colledion  - 
of  the  golpels,  which  he  called  “  dia 
tefiaron,  of  the  four  j”  which,  fays  he, 

“  is  ftill  in  the  hands  of  fome.”  Theo- 
doret,  a  writer  in  the  fifth  century,  fpeak- 
ing  of  this  fame  book,  fays,  as  I  find 
him  quoted  by  Dr.  Lardner,  he,  mean¬ 
ing  Tatian,  “compofed  a  gofpel,  which  is 
“  called  “  dia  teflaron,  of  the  four,” 

“  leaving 
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“  leaving  out  the  genealogies,  and  every 
**  thing  that  ftiews  the  Lord  to  have  been 
**  the  feed  of  David  according  to  the 
“  flelh  ;  which  has  been  ufed,  not  only 
**  by  thofe  of  his  fed,  but  alfo  by  them 
u  who  followed  the  apoftolical  dodrine, 
■**  not  perceiving  the  fraud  of  the  com- 
“  pofition,  but  limply  ufing  it  as  a  com- 
“  pendious  book.  I  have  met  with  more 
“  then  two  hundred  of  thefe  books,  which 
**  were  in  efteem  in  our  churches  j  all 
“  which  I  took  away  and  laid  afide  in  a 
parcel,  and  placed  in  their  room  the 
“  gofpels  of  the  four  Evangelifts.”  It 
was  a  report,  in  Eufebius’s  day,  that  this 
Tatian  had  the  «*  affurance  to  alter  the 
words  of  the  Apoftle  [meaning  without 
doubt  the  Apoftle  Paul,]  pretending  to 
mend  the  com  pofition,  or  order  of  his 
ftile.”  .  Dr.  Mills  fee  ms  to  think,  this 
“altering  the  words  of  the  Apoftle”  was 
nothing  more  than  fome  interlineary  or 
marginal  explanations  i  and  that  the 
“  correding  the  Apoftle’s  ftile”  was  on¬ 
ly  difpofing  his  words,  in  the  margin,  in 
a  more  natural  order,  without  doing,  or 
intending.to  do,  any  prejudice  to  the  ori¬ 
ginal  text.  This  is  as  candid  an  account 
as  can  be  given  of  this  matter  ;  but  it 

does 
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does  not  well  agree  with  the  character  01 
Tatian,  whofedefe&ion  Eufebius  *  afcribes 
to  his  being  “  fo  .puffed  up  with  a  pre¬ 
sumptuous  felf-eftimation,  as  to  imagine 
he  furpafled  all  others.”  Befides,  having 
mentioned  Severus,  and  his  followers 
called  Severiani,  and  faid,  “  they  revile 
the  Apoftle  Paul,  rejefl:  his  epiftles,  deny 
the  afls  of  the  Apoftles  f’he  adds,"  their 
ftrft  author  was  Tatianus.”  How  he 
die.d,  is  not  known.  Du-pin  fays,  it  was 
about  the  time  that  Irenaeus  wrote  his 
volume  again  ft  herefies  j  which,  perhaps, 
js^  not  rar  diftant  from  the  exa<5l  truth  . 
Nothing  is  to  be  met  with  in  this  writer 
relative  to  the  fubjeft  we  are  upon  :  or  if 
there  was,  its  credit  would  be  much  wea¬ 
kened,  as,  inftead  of  «  holding  faft  the 
truth,”  he  had  “  turned  afide  to  fables.” 

*  \  '}’■  — y  j. 

ATHENAGORA5.  Two  pieces  of  his 

are  extant,  “  an  apology  for  the  Chrifti- 
and  a  "  dilcourfe  on  the  refurredfi- 
on.”  .  In  the  former  of  thefe,  he  fpeaks 
of  himfelf  as  an  “  Athenian,”  and  a 
“  Philofopher.”  And  this  is  the  moft 
%ye  certainly  know  of  him,  except  what 

1 pay 
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tftay  be  collected  from  Iiis  writings*  Eu- 
febids  and  Jerom  fay  nothing  of  him,  or 
of  any  work  of  his  nor  is  he  mentioned 
by  any  of  the  artcients,  until  we  have  got 
down  to  Epiphanius,  who  has  quoted  a 
paffage  from  him.  There  is  indeed  fomo 
account  of  him  by  Philip  Sidetes  (a  writer 
in  the  fifth  century)  in  a  fragment  of 
his  “  Chriftian  hiftory,”  publifhed  by 
Dodwel.  But  the  learned  in  thefe  matters 
do  not  give  much  credit  to  it.  Says  Dr. 
Lardner,  “  this  hilfory  of  Philip  has  no 
great  chara&er  given  it  by  Socrates,  or 
Photius,  who  had  read  it.” 

The  “  apology”  is  infcribedto  “  Mar-' 
Ous  Aurelius  Antoninus,  and  Lucius  Au¬ 
relius  Commodus.”  Critical  writers  differ 
in  their  judgments  as  to  one  of  the  per- 
fons,  to  whom  this  apology  is  addrefled, 
and  accordingly  put  a  different  date  to  it. 
Some  think  it  was  addreffed  to  Marcus 
Antoninus,  and  his  adopted  brother  and 
colleague  in  the  empire,  Lucius  Verus, 
who  died  in  169,  before  which  time  this 
apology  muft  have  been  wrote.  Others 
think  it  was  infcribed  to  Marcus  Anto¬ 
ninus,  and  his  fon  Commodus.  Thofe 
•f  this  latter  opinion  place  it  about  the 

year 
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year  177  or  178.  In  this  apology  he 
wipes  off  the  afperfions  that  had  been  ma- 
licioufly  thrown  on  Chriftians  j  affirm¬ 
ing,  and  defcribing,  their  holinefs  in  all 
manner  of  converfation.— He  afferts  that 
the  devils  were  ruined  through  love  to 

women. - He  admits  free-will  in  its 

utmoft  latitude. - He  commends  virgi¬ 

nity,  but  condemns  fecond  marriages, 
calling  them  **  honeft  adultery.”— He 
treats  of  the  refurre&ion,  and  the  laft  judg¬ 
ment. 

His  difcourfe  of  the  “  refurre&ion”  was 
probably  wrote  after  the  apology  ;  and 
what  ftrengthens  the  probability  is,  that, 
having  towards  the  conclufion  of  the 
apology  fallen  upon  the  affair  of  the  re- 
furre&ion,  he  poftpones  a  more  full  dif¬ 
courfe  upon  it  to  fome  other  time.  He 
endeavors  to  prove,  in  this  work,  that  a 
refurredfion  from  the  dead,  far  from  being 
impoffible,  is  extremely  credible.  His  ar¬ 
guments  are  taken  rather  from  reafon 
than  the  fcriptures. 

The  genuinenefs  of  neither  of  thefe 

pieces  are  called  in  queftion,  though  the 

author  of  them  had  do  little  notice  taken 

of 
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of  him  in  primitive  antiquity.  Dr.  Lard- 
perfa}'s,  “  He  is  a  polite  writer,  and  wrote 
m  attic  Greek  ■,  hut  he  has  rendered  his 
itilelefs  agreeable  by  frequent  par  enthefes. 

?*E.RMIAS.  He  is  called  "aChriftian 
■riiilolopner,  and  wrote  a  piece,  entitled, 

V,,  1 r!flo\  ,an  impeded  copy  of  which  is 
iltll  remaining.  It  contains  a  leries  of 
latyrical  reflections  on  the  wild  opinions, 
and  extravagant  notions,  of  the  philo- 
fophycal  Gentiles.  Neither  this  work,  or 
its  author,  are  mentioned  by  any  of  the 
primitive  Fathers  ;  nor  can  it  be  deter¬ 
mined  when  he  wrote  it.  However,  fays 
Du -pm  ‘‘It is  not  to  bedoubted  but  that 
he  is  ancient,  and  that  he  lived  before  the 
pagan  religion  was  extirpated.”  He  adds, 

.  1  ills  Ilttle  book  was  printed  by  itfelf 

m  Greek  and  Latin,  at  Bafii,  anno  do  AD 
m>  1553  " 

,  THrsOPHlLUS.  He  was  born  of  hea- 
tnen  parents, and  was  himfelf  an  heathen 
m  re.igion,  until  his  converflon  to  Chrif- 
uanny.  When  this  was  effeded,  or  by 
w  iat  fpecial  means,  we  know  not  :  but 
having  profeffed  himfelf  a  Chriftian,  he 
io  adorned  his  charade*,  in  this  view  of 
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it,  as  to  be  thought  worthy  of  the  Epis¬ 
copate  at  Antioch,  in  which  he  Succeeded 
Eros,  in  the  8th  of  Marcus  Antoninus, 
or  1 68th  of  our  Lord. 

He  did  not  confine  himfelf  to  the 
work  of  preaching  to  the  people  of  his 
particular  charge,  but  endeavored  by  writ¬ 
ing  alfo  to  ferve  the  common  caufe  of 
Chriftianity.  He  wrote,  as  the  account 
is  in  Eufebius,  *  “  three  books  to  Auto- 
lycus,  containing  the  elements  of  reli¬ 
gion  another  “  againft  the  herefy  of 
Hermogenes  another  “  againft  Mar- 
cion.”  There  are  alfo,  fays  he,  “  other 
books  of  his  concerning  the  rudiments  of 
religion.”  Jerom,  in  his  book  of  illuftrious 
men,  befides  mentioning  the  above  writ¬ 
ings,  fays,  “  I  have  read  fome  commen¬ 
taries  upon  the  gofpel,  and  proverbs  of 
Solomon,  which  go  under  his  name  ;  but 
they  do  not  appear  to  me  to  anfwer  the 
ftile  and  elegance  of  the  beforementioned 
writings.”  There  are  ftill  extant,  “  fhort 
commentaries  or  allegories  upon  the  four 
gofpels,  in  four  books,”  with  the  name  of 
Theophilus  to  them.  Some  have  thought 
they  were  his  j  but  without  good  reafon. 

It 
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It  is  generally  conceded,  that  they  are 
the  work  of  a  much  later  writer.  If 
thefe  were  the  “  commentaries”  Jerom 
faw,  he  obferved  their  difference  in  ftile 
and  elogance  from  the  other  works  of 
Theophilus ;  for  which  reafon,  it  may  be 
fuppofed,  he  was  not  the  author  of  them; 
efpecially,  as  they  were  unknown  to 
Eufebius.  The  only  writings  of  Theo¬ 
philus  ftill  remaining,  and  accounted  ge¬ 
nuine,  are  his  “  three  books  to  Antoly- 
cus.”  They  are  fuppofed,  by  learned  men, 
to  have  been  wrote  not  long  before  his 
death,  that  is,  in  the  beginning  of  the 
reign  of  Commodus,  about  181. 

The  firft  of  thefe  books  may  not  im¬ 
properly  be  called  a  difcourfe  between 
him  and  Autolycus,  in  anfwer  to  the  de¬ 
fire  of  that  heathen  Philofopher,  in  which 
he  treats  of  the  nature  of  God,  and  what 
we  call  his  attributes  or  perfections.  The 
fecond  book  is  wrote  with  a  more  im¬ 
mediate  defign  to  convince  Autolycus  of 
the  falfhood  of  heathenifm,  and  the  truth 
of  Chriftianity.  And  here  he  mentions 
the  opinions  of  the  heathen  concerning 
theii\gods,  reprefenting  their  abfurdity, 
and  pointing  out  the  contradictions  there 
were  among  their  Philofophers  and  Poets 

upon 
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upon  this  head.  He  enlarges  upon  the 


the  hiftorv  of 


creation  of  the  world 
Moles,  which  he  Ihews  to  be  the  cideO: 
and  trUeft  of  any  in  the  world,  and  that 
they  had  extra&ed  many  things  from  the 
holy  feriptures.  In  the  third  book,  after 
having  proved  the  writings  of  the  hea¬ 
then  to  be  contrary  to  good  fenfe, and  good 
manners,  he  vindicates  the  ClirittTans, . 
by  letting  their  charafler  in  a  fair  and 
amiable  light.  At  the  end  of  thefe  books, 
lie  lias  added  an  hiflrorical  chronology  from ’ 
the  beginning  of  the  world.  Du-pin'fays,  * 

‘  It  is  apparent  from  this  little  epitome, 
h*‘W  well  this  author  was  acquainted 
**  with  prophane  hiftory.  Thefe  books 
“.ore  filled  with  a  great  variety  of  cu- 
“  nous  dilcjuiiitions  relative  to  the  Poets. 
“  and  Philpfophers  ;  though  there  are 
“  but  few  things  that  relate  immediately;. 
,»•  fg  the  doff  lines  of  the  Chriffian  re- 
“  ligioh  ;  not  that  he  "was  ignorant  of 
them,  for  it  appears,  from  lever  a  1  paf- 
lages,  that  he  was  very  fkilful  in  thefe 
“  matters  5  but,  as  he  cornpofed  thefe 
“  books  chiefly  to  convince  a  pagan,  he 
“  infills,  in  proof  of  our  religion,  rather 
«s  upon  arguments  from  without,  than 

by 
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by  expounding  its  dodfrines.”  He 
adds,  “  The  ftile  of  thefe  books  is 
elegant,  and  the  turn  of  thought  agreeable. 
Whoever  reads  them,  cannot  doubt  but 
that  the  author  was  a  very  elegant  man.” 

APOLLINARIUS  or  APOLLINARIS. 

HE  is  Paid  to  have  been  Bilhop  of  Hie- 
rapolis,  a  city  in  Phrygia.  He  flourilhed 
in  the  reign  of  Marcus  Antoninus,  and 
wrote  feveral  nooks,  the  titles  only  of 
which  remain  at  this  day.  Eufebius’s  ac¬ 
count  of  him  is  this.”  *  “  Though  ma¬ 
ny  volumes  were  wrote  by  Apollina- 
nus  ;  yet  thefe  only  came  to  our  hands. 
“  An  oration  to  the  heforenamed  Em¬ 
peror  [Marcus  Antoninus  ].  “  Five 
books  againft  the  Gentiles.”  “  Two 
books  of  the  truth.”  “Two  books  againft 
the  Jews.”  And  fuch  books  as  he  after¬ 
wards  wrote  againft  the  “  Phrveian  he- 
refy  ”  Jerom,  m  “  catalogo,”  ^mits  fhe 
books  againft  the  Jews.  Neither  are  they 
found,  lays  Du -pin,  in  the  “  verfion  of 
Kumiius,  nor  even  in  fome  Greek  manu- 
ftripts  of  Eufebius.”  Photius,  having 
read  bis  “  books  againft  the  Gentiles,”  as 

alfo  thofe“  concerning  piety  and  truth,” 

which 
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which  were  extant  in  his  day,  fays  of 
him,  *  “  that  he  was  much  to  be  efteem- 
ed  both  for  his  dodlrine  and  ftile.” 

DIONYSIUSof Corinth.  HewasBifhop 
of  the  church  in  this  city,  and  flourifhed, 
according  to  Dr.  Cave,  about  the  year 
lyo  :  herewith  agrees  Eufebius,  who  fays, 
in  his  “cronicon,”  the  nth  of  Marcus 
Antoninus,  which  is  171  of  Chrift.  The 
laft  mentioned  author,  fpeaking  of  him 
in  his  “  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,”  fays,  -f*  “  he 
not  only  made  the  people  of  his  own 
charge  partakers  of  his  divine  labors,  but 
the  Chriftians  in  other  countries  alfo,  by 
the  “  catholic  epiftles”  which  he  wrote 
and  fent  to  many  churches.”  He  then 
particularly  mentions  thefe  epiftles,  and 
in  the  following  order.  The  firft,  to  the 
«  Lacedemonians containing  an  infti- 
tution  of  the  right  faith,  and  an  exhorta¬ 
tion  to  peace  and  unity.  The  fecond,  to 
-the  “  Athenians  tending  to  excite  their 
faith,  and  ftir  them  up  to  a  life  of  con¬ 
formity  to  the  rule  of  the  gofpel.  The 
third,  to  the  “  Nicomedians  wherein 
he  oppofes  the  herefy  of  Marcion,  com¬ 
paring  it  with  the  ftandard  of  faith.  The 
fourth,  to  “  the  church  ofGortyna,  and 

all 
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all  thofe  of  Crete;”  in  which  he  great¬ 
ly  commends  Philip  their  Bifhop,  for  that, 
the  church,  committed  to  his  charge,  was 
fo  beautified  with  virtue  and  generofity. 
The  fifth,  to  the  “  church  at  Amadris, 
with  the  churches  throughout  Pontus 
in  which  he  explains  diverfe  paflages 
of  feripture,  laying  down  feveral  pre¬ 
cepts  concerning  marriage  and  virginity. 
The  fixth,  to  the  “Gnoflians  in  which 
he  advifeth  Pinytus  their  Bifhop,  not 
to  impofe  on  the  Ghridians  the  grievous 
burden  of  vowed  chadity  as  a  matter  of 
necefiity.  The  feventh,  to  the  “  Ro¬ 
mans,”  directed  to  Soter  their  Bifhop  ; 
in  which  they  are  commended  for  their 
Chriftian  love  and  charity.  An  “eighth 
epidle”  is  here  mentioned  as  extant  in  that 
day,  which  was  wrote,  and  fent,  to  “  Chry- 
fophora,  a  mod  faithful  fider.”  Of 
thefe  epidles  there  are  now  no  remains, 
except  a  few  fragments  in  Eufebius. 
Jerom,  in  his  book  of  illudrious  men, 
after  an  enumeration  of  thefe  epidles, 
fays,  the  author  of  them  was,  “  a  man  of 
great  eloquence,  and  indudry  ;  and  flou- 
rifhed  under  Marcus  Antoninus  andCom- 
modus.  When,  and  how,  he  died  is 
uncertain.  He  has  been  numbered  among 

the 
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theMartyrs ;  but  without  autho.'ity  from 
the  records  of  the  more  ancient  Fathers. 

Dr.  Gr  abe  has  been  able  to  gather 
only  two  fmall  fragments,  from  all  anti¬ 
quity,  of  the  writings  of  this  Dionyfius  ; 
in  one  of  which,  fpeaking  to  the  church 
of  Rome,  he  calls  “  Soter  their  blefled 
Bifhop.”  This  I  mention,  not  as  though 
I  thought  it  of  any  importance  in  the 
prejfent  difpute  ;  but  becaufe  I  was  not 
willing  to  omit  noticing  fo  much  as  the 
name,  Bifhop,  in  any  writing,  or  frag¬ 
ment  of  a  writing. 

BlNYTUS.  We  are  informed  by 
'Dionyfius  of  Corinth,  *  “  that  he  was 
Bifhop  of  the  Gnoffii  at  Crete,  and 
that  he  wrote  an  anfwer  to  the  epiftle 
which  he  fent  to  this  church.”  This 
anfwer,  fays  Eufebius,  -j-  “  reprefents,  as 
it  were,  a  lively  portraiture  of  Pinytus, 
his  diligence  in  watching  over  the  flock, 
which  he  had  been  entrufted  with  by 
God,  his  great  knowledge  in  divinity,  and 
his  uncommon  eloquence.” 

These 
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PH  ILL  IP  PUS.  MODESTUS.  Theie 
both,  fays  Eufebius  *  “  left  monuments 
in  writing  to  pofterity  of  their  apoflo- 
lic  tradition,  and  found  faith.”  They  parti¬ 
cularly  write  againft  Marcion.  Diony- 
fius  of  Corinth,  f  in  his  eptftle  fo  the 
church  atGortyna,  “commends  Philiptheir 
Bifhop  on  account  of  the  evidence  this 
church  had  given  or  their  virtuous  gene- 
rofity.”  Eufebius  +  ranks  Modeftus 
with  Irenaeus,  “  as  having,  of  all  others, 
had  the  chiefeft  hand  in  detecting  dfnd 
.  expofing  the  errors  of  Marcion.” 

MUSANUS.  He  is  fpoken  of  by  Eu~ 
tebius  §  as  having  wrote  an  excellent 
book,  entitled,  “  unto  the  brethren  lately- 
fallen  into  the  herefy  of  the  Encratites,” 
wmch  pad  then  lately  fprung  up,  and 
moleffed  the  churches  with  a  ft  range  kind 
of  falfe and perniciousdoclrine;  theauthof 
of  which  is  fa  id  to  have  been  Tatianus. 

^ARDESANES.  He  lived  about  the 
iame  time  with  the  beforenamed  Fathers, 
was  a  Mefopotamian  by  birth,  a  very 
eloquent  man,  and  fkilful  in  logic.  He 
p implied,  in  tiie  Syrian  tongue,  “  dia- 

C  c  c  logueS, 

*  H.  E.  Lib.  iv.  cap.  25.  f  Eufeb.  H.  E.  Lib  iv, 
.3.  J  Lib.  ib.  cap.  25,  §  H.  g(.  Lib  jVi  cap_ 
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logues,  together  with  other  books  again!? 
Marcion,  and  other  grand  heretics.” 
Thefe  were  translated  by  certain  learned 
men  (a  great  number  ot  which  were  his 
difciples)  into  the  Greek  language.  His- 
“  dialogue,”  in  Special,  entitled,  “  of  def- 
tiny,’*  was  translated,  and  dedicated  to 
Antoninus  the  Emperor.  Eufebius  fays,* 

it  was  of  great  force.”  He  adds, 
«  He  wrote  many  other  books,  occasi¬ 
oned  by  the  perfecution  railed  in  thofe 
times.  He  was  tutored  by  Valentinus;  but 
afterwards  reprehending  and  condemn¬ 
ing  his  fabulous  dreams,  he  became  more 
found  in  the  faith ;  though  he  was  not  alto¬ 
gether  clear  o  f  the  filth  of  the  former  herefy 

The  epistle  of  the  churches  of  Vi¬ 
enne  and  Lyons.  Nothing  is  to  be 
met  with  in  this  epiftle,  upon  the  fubje£t 
of  theSe  papers,  unlefs  it  be  that  Pothi- 
nus  is  fpoken  of  as  “  BiShop  of  Lyons ; 
for  which  reafon  I  Should  have  palled  it 
over  in  Silence,  but  that  it  is  fo  valuable 
a  piece  of  antiquity.  It  contains  a  nar¬ 
rative  of  the  grievous  fuSFerings,  and 
cruel  deaths,  of  a  great  number  of 
Chriftians,  particularly  in  the  cities  of 

'Vienne* 
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Vienne  and  Lyons.  The  fa£ts  are  here 
related,  not  in  a  romantic  ftrain,  but 
with  fuch  fimplicity  of  language  as  to 
render  them  at  once  credible,  and  greatly 
affe&ing.  Dr.  Lardner  fays  of  this  epif- 
tle,  “  It  is  the  fineft  thing  of  the  kind 
in  all  antiquity.”  It  is  wrote  in  the  fpirit, 
and  after  the  manner,  of  the  apoftolic 
age.  The  time  of  the  perfecution, 
which  occafioned  this  letter,  is  difput- 
ed.  But  Eufebius  *  has  with  great  pre- 
cifion  placed  it  in  the  feventeenth  year 
of  Marcus  Antoninus,  the  177th  of  our 
Lord.  And  in  this  date  the  molt  learn¬ 
ed  do  acquiefce. 

It  appears  from  this  epiftle,  a  very 
great  part  of  which  is  preferved  in  Eu- 
febius’s  **  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,”  that 
vaft  numbers  of  Chriftians  were  called, 
in  this  perfecution,  to  fuffer  the  lofs  of  all, 
yea,  even  their  very  lives,  and  in  the  molt 
formidable  fhapes,  for  the  fake  of  their 
religion.  It  is  altonilhing,  that  any  of 
the  human  race  thould  fo  far  put  off  hu¬ 
manity,  as  to  be  able  to  inflict  thole 
torments  which  the  poor  Martyrs  now 

«ndured  ; - banilhcd  from  their  houfes- 

forhid 

*  H.  E.  Lib.  v.  proKtn, 
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forbid  to  fbew  fo  much  as  their  heads— ^ 
vilified,  mocked,  and  intuited — beaten 
with  ftripes — -hurried  from  place  to 

place - plundered,  ftoned,  imprifoned, 

there  treated  with  outrage  and  fury,  and 
then  carried  forth  to  execution  in  all  the 
cruciating  ways  that  malice  could  invent ; 
nor  was  this  all  :  for,  as  the  words  are 
in  this  epiftle,  “  After  the  bodies  of  the 
“  bleffed  faints  had  been,  in  every  way, 
fpitelully  and  fcornfully  treated,  and 
**  fuffered  to  be  fix  days  unburied,  they 
**  were  burned  to  allies  ;  and  the  alhes 
4‘  they  gathered,  and  fcattered  in  the 
“  river  Rhodanus,fo  that  not  a  jotofthem 
“  ihould  any  longer  remain  on  the  earth. 
(t  This  they  did,  that  they  might  over- 
4{  come  Godsand  hinder  the  reviving  of  the 
faints ;  left,  as  they  fair!,  there  Ihould  be 
*‘  any  further  hope  of  the  relunedtion, 
“  whereof  (fay  they)  theChriftians  being 
“  fully  perfuaded,  bring  among  us  a  new 
ee  and  ftrange  religion  ■,  contemning  pu- 
nifhment,  and  haftening  themfelves 
**■  cheerfully  to  death.  Now,  fay  they, 
**  let  us  fee,  whether  they  can  arife,  and 
“  whether  their  God  can  deliver  them 
s<  out  of  our  hands.’’ 

♦  .V 
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His  char  after,  writings,  tejlimonies  '  frsm 
them,  and  remarks. 


i  J 

THE  perfons  from  whom  Irenaeus 
defcended  are  now  unknown ;  and 
Ho  is  the  particular  place  where  he  was 
born.  He  might  probably  be  a  Greek, 
and  of  the  country  of  Afia.  It  is  the  con¬ 
jecture  of  fome,  that  he  was  a  native  of 
Smyrna,  or  of  forne  not  far  diftant  town, 
from  his  early  acquaintance  with  the  ve¬ 
nerable  Polycarp.  He  was  certainly,  in 
his  younger  years,  an  attendant  on  the  in- 
ltructions  of  this  apoftolical  Father,  whofe 
doctrine  was  fo  deeply  imprefied  on  his 
mind,  that  he  firmly  retained,  even  to 
old  age,  the  remembrance  of  it.  Thus 
much  he  has  told  us  himfelf,  in  his 

epiftle 
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epiftle  toFlorinus,  quoted  by  Eufebius.  * 
Says  he,  “  I  well  remember  the  place 
“  where  Polycarp  fet  when  he  taught  ; 
“  his  going  out,and  coming  in  ;  his  man- 
**  ner  and  courfe  of  life  ;  the  figure  and 
"  proportion  of  his  body ;  the  fermons 
11  which  he  preached  to  the  multitude  j 
“  the  relations  he  gave  of  his  converfe 
**  with  the  Apoftle  John,  and  others  who 
“  faw  the  Lord:  how  he  remembered  their 
««  fayings,  and  what  he  heard  from  their 
«*  mouths,  touching  the  Lord,  of  his 
ee  power  and  doctrine  ;  reciting  precepts, 
ec  and  all  things  confonant  to  holy  fcrip- 
“  ture,  out  of  their  mouths  (I  fay)  who 
“  had  feen  with  their  eyes  the  word  of 
“  life  in  the  flefh.  Thefe  things,  at  that 
««  time,  I  diligently  marked,  and  painted, 
**  not  in  paper,  but  in  my  heart  which 
s<  continually,  through  the  grace  of  God, 
4e  I  ponder  and  meditate.” — This  mani- 
fefts  his  antiquity  ;  which  further  appears 
from  that  frequent  mode  of  diftion,  in 
his  book  againft  herefies,  “  as  1  heard 
from  a  certain  Prefbyter,  who  heard  from 
thofe  who  faw  the  Apoftles.”  Eufebius 
takes  particular  notice  of  this.  Says  he,  * 
«  Irenseus  has  mentioned  the  fayings  of 

a 

*  H.  B.  Lib.  v.  cap.  20.  f  H,  E,  Lib.  v.  cap.  8, 
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a  certain  apoftolical  Prefbyter  without 
telling  his  name,  and  puts  down  his  ex- 
pofitions  of  the  fcriptures.”  WhothisPref- 
byter  was  cannot  be  afeertained.  It  might 
be  Papias,  whom  he  had  feen,  and  heard, 
and  has  fometimes  pointed  out  by  name.  It 
might  be  Pothinus,  his  predeceftor,  or 
fome  other  ancient  Father.  He  may 
from  hence  be  juftly  ftiled  a  man,  if  not 
of  apoftolical  times,  yet  near  to  them  ;  as 
having  converted  with  thofe  who  had  feen 
theApoftles,  and  were  fuccefTors  to  them. 
When  he  took  upon  him  the  profeflion 
of  Chriftianity  is  not  known  ;  though  it 
is  probable,  he  was  indoctrinated  in  its 
principles  from  his  earlieft  days,  and 
not  made  a  convert  to  them  from  theido* 
latries  and  fuperftitions  of  Paganifm. 

ft  y 

The  time  of  his  going  to  France  can¬ 
not  exaCtly  be  fixed ;  nor  is  the  fpecial  oc- 
eafion  that  led  them  there  now  known. 
But  he  foon  became  famous  in  that  part 
of  the  world,  and  did  much  fervice  for 
the  intereft  of  Chrift,  particularly  in  the 
church  at  Lyons.  Pothinus,  the  Bifhopp 
or  Praefes  of  this  church,  in  the  perfecu- 
tion  under  Antoninus  Verus,  which  now 
greatly  raged  in  France,  was  brought 

before 
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before  the  civil  tribunal  for  his  adherence 
to  the  caufe  of  Chrift,  and,  after  a  moil 
barbarous  beating,  was  thrown  into  pri- 
fon  almoft  breathlefs,  and  in  about  two 
days  died  there  in  the  90th  year  of  his 
age.  Irenaeus  was  thought  the  moft  pro¬ 
per  perfon  to  fucceed  the  aged  Martyr, 
and  was  accordingly  chofen  by  the  church 
of  Lyons  their  Bifhop  in  his  room,  or,  in 
other  words,  their  Prime-Prefbyter. 

The  ftate  of  their  religious  affairs  was 
now  unhappily  difficult,  not  only  on  ac¬ 
count  of  thatheavy  perfecution  which  was 
fcarcely  blown  over,  but  alfo  through  the 
bufy  endeavors  of  fome  cunning  deceivers 
to  corrupt  the  pure  doftrine  of  Chrift 
embraced  among  them.  The  Valentinian 
heretics  had  by  this  time  fpread  themfelves 
as  far  as  France,  and  bewitched,  among 
others, a  number  of  eminent  women,  with 
their  wild  and  extravagant  opinions.  One 
Marcus  was  particularly  a  deceiver  and 
abufer  of  the  weaker  fex.  Upon  this 
occafion,  Irenseus,  as  became  a  pious 
faithful  Minifter  of  Chrift,  diligently 
labored  to  put  a  ftoptothe  further  fpread- 
ingof  this  contagion,  and  to  recover  thofe 
who  had  been  infedfed.  And  having, 

under 
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under  the  favor  of  Heaven,  jfecured  his 
own  charge,  he  was  greatly  ferviceable  to 
other  churches,  as  occalions  therefor  were 
offered  in  Providence.  The  church  ac 
Rome,  being  in  danger  of  being  led  abide 
by  two  of  her  Prelbyters,  Florinus  and 
Blaftus,  he  wrote  to  both  thefe  perverters 
of  the  truth,  with  great  propriety  and 

Strength ;  as  vve  have  the  account  fro'oi 
Eufebius.- 


The  Afian  churches  likewiffe  were 
touch  troubled  with  the  prophecies  and 
delufians  of  Montanus,  Alcibiades,  and 
Theodotus  :  upon  which  the  Gallicam 
churches,  either  of  their  own  accord,  from 
chriftian  love  and  fympathy,  or  at  the 
isqueft  of  their  Allan  brethren,  (ent¬ 
ire  nae  as  30  them  witlt,  their  letters, 
that  he  might  comfort  them  under  their 
trial,  confirm  them  in  the  truth,  and  affiftj 
them  in  the  confutation  of  thefe  heretics* 
who  had  rofe  up  among  them. 


In  his  time  alfo,  the  controverfy  about 
the  circ  urn  fiances  of  keeping  eafter  was 
unhappily  revived  by  Victor,  Bifliop  of 

D  d  d  Rome 

^  E.  Lib,  V,-  cao.  23 4 


/' 


4 


3§4  IREN  '  jE  tl  & 

Rome,  a  furious  hot  headed  bigot,  ant? 
fncreafed  to  an  heighth  that  was  like  to 
bring  confufion  to  the  churches.  Ire- 
siaeus,  not  unaffedfed  with  the  unchrif- 
tian  heats  and  animofities  that  were  now 
too  prevalent,  thought  it  his  duty  to  en¬ 
deavour  to  promote  love  and  peace  be¬ 
tween  the  contending  parties,  notwith- 
flanding  therr  difference  in  fentimenS 
upon  this  point.  He  accordingly  wrote, 
in  the  name  of  the  brethren  in  France, 
with  great  pertinence,  to  Victor  of 
Rome.  A  large  fragment  of  this  letter 
Eufebius  has  preferved,  *  in  which  Ire- 
naeus  fays,  “  Though  he  himfelf  folemni- 
*'  fed  thefeaft  of  eafter  on  the  Lord’s  day, 
“  according,  to  his  [Vidtor’s]  manner,  yet 
“  he  could  not  approve  of  the  bitter  zeal 
“  he  difcovered  againft  others  for  the 
**  obfervation  of  a  eufrom  after  the  man- 
«*  ner  they  had  received  from  their  an- 
41  ceftors.”  He  tells  him, <e  that  differ- 
«  ent  euftoms  had  been  ufed  in  churches, 
<c  not  only  in  the  celebration  of  the  feaft 
**  of  eafter,  but  alfo  of  faffs,  and  in 
**  diverfe  other  matters  of  practice.” 
And,  in  fine,  he  reminds  him,  “  That  his 
predeceffors  did  not  contend  with  the 

“  Afiatks 

«■  j 
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A  fi  a  tics  in  this  matter  ;  and  that  Po¬ 
lycarp,  being  at  Rome,  and  having 
conferred  with  Anicetus,  upon  this 
affair,  they  determined  that  mutual 
communion  ought  not  to  be  broken 
for  a  matter  of  fo  fmall  importance 
and  that  they  communicated  with  each 
other.”  He  wrote,  as  Eufebius  allures 
us,  many  reconciling  letters  to  other 
Bifhops,  upon  this  fame  head.  And,  it 
is  probable,  they  were  followed  with 
fome  good  effe6L  For  though  the  Afia- 
tics  did  not  lay  aftde  thei'r  cuftom,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  union  betwixt 
them  and  the  Romanics  was  broken 
but  a  more  calm  and  tranquil  ftate  of 
things  took  place.  Thus  this  good  man, 
in  agreement  with  the  purport  of  his 
name,  difcovered  himfelf  to  be  of  a  peace¬ 
able,  and  peace-making  temper.  And 
he  has,  from  that  time  to  this,  been  cha- 
ra&erifed  as  one  happily  difpofed  to  pro¬ 
mote  candor,  love,  and  peace  among 
brethren  ;  though  he  could  clothe  hi  mfelf 
with  zeal,  and  appear  ftrenuous  and  re- 
folute,  when  the  purity  of  gofpel  truth 
was  in  danger  of  being  corrupted  by  the 
cunning  acts  of  thofe,  who  lay  in  w#it  to 
deceive. 

He 
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He  fiourifhed  *  under  Antoninus 
Verus,  the  whole  of  Commodus,  and 
part  of  the  reign  of  Severus  ;  all  along 
approving  himfelf  a  faithful  laborious 
iervant  of  God,  and  one  that  was  emi¬ 
nently  ufeful  to  the  church  ofChrift,  not 
only  by  his  public  preaching  and  private 
convention,  but  by  the  writings  he  left 
as  monuments  to  poflerity  of  his  concern 
lor  the  dodfrines'  of  Chriftianity,  that 
they  might  be  preferved  pure,  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  bale  mixtures  with  which  they 
had  been  polluted  by  evil  men,  in  his  day. 
His  name  is  mentioned  with  great  honor 
in  the  ancient  writings.  The  Martyrs 
of  Lyons,  in  their  letter  to  Eleutherius, 
Bifhop  of  Rome,  fpeak  of  him  as  worthy 
of  notice  “  not  io  much  for  his  being  a 
Prefbyter,  as  for  his  piety  and  zeal  for 
the  gofpel  of  Jefus  Chrift.”  Teitullian 
calls  him  “  omnium  dodtrinarum  curi- 

t 

ofitfimum  exploratorem,”  that  is,  “  a 
moft  curious  fearcher  into  all  dodirines.” 
Theodoret  fays,  he  was  "  an  apoftolical 
man,  admirable,  and  the  light  of  the 
weftern  church.”  Epiphanius  alfo  is 
high  in  his  encomium  of  him.  His 
words  are,  “  Old  Irenteus,  every  way 

adorned 
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adorned  by  the  Holy  Ghoft,  brought  into 
the  field  by  the  Lord  as  a  valiant  and  ex¬ 
pert  ioldier,  and  champion,  and  anointed 
with  heavenly  gifts  and  graces,  according 
to  the  true  faith  and  knowledge,  contend¬ 
ed  againft  all  the  arguments  of  fottifh 
heretics,  andmoftexadly  confuted  them.” 

His  writings. 

HE  was  the  author  of  diverfe  books, 
upon  various  fubjeds  and  occafions.  But 
(one  only  excepted,  of  which  we  fhali 
prefently  take  notice)  they  are  fo  far  ioft, 
through  the  injury  of  time,  and  negled 
of  fucceeding  ages,  that  there  are  no  other 
remains  of  them,  than  fuch  fragments  as 
may  be  met  with  in  ancient  writers,  who 
had  feen  them,  and  thought  fit  to  make 
quotations  from  them.  They  are  thefe 
following  ones. 

(1.)  A  book  entitled,  “  concerning 
knowledge.”  It  is  a  “  concife  work,” 
fays  Eufebius,  but  extremely  neceffary.” 

(2.)  A  declaration  of  the  “  apoftolic 
preaching,”  to  a  certain  brother,  named 
Marcianus.  - 

(3) 


v 


\ 


388  I  R  E  N  M  U  S. 


(3.)  A  book  of  “  various  tracts,  or 
difquifitions.” 


(4.)  An  epiflle  to  Bladus  “  concerning 
fchifm.” 

(5.)  An  epidle  to  Florinus  “  concern¬ 
ing  Monarchy,”  or  that  “  God  is  not  the 
author  of  evil  ;”  in  which  he  addreffes  to 
him  in  words  we  fhall  have  occafion  by 


and  by  to  confider 


(6.)  A  book  entitled, ogdoas,”  becaufe 
it  was  wrote,  fays  Du-pin,  againft  the  “Oc- 
tonary  of  the  “aeons  of  the  Valentinians.” 
It  was  dedicated  to  Florinus,  who,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  his  former  error  of  making  God 
u  the  author  of  evil,”  now  embraced  thofe 
of  Valentinus.  Jerom  calls  it,  “com- 
mentarium  egregium,”  that  is,  “an  excel¬ 
lent  commentary.”  In  the  clofe  of  it, 
we  have  amoft  folemn  obtedation,  which 
both  Eufebius  and  Jerom  thought  worthy 
of  fpecial  notice.  It  is  in  thefe  words,  * 
“  I  adjure  thee,  whofoever  thou  art  that 
copied  this  book,  by  our  Lord  Jefus 
Chrid,  and  by  his  glorious  coming,  when 
he  fhall  judge  the  quick  and  the  dead. 


that 
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that  thou  compare  what  thou  haft  writ¬ 
ten,  and  correct  it  carefully  by  the  ex¬ 
emplar  from  whence  it  is-tranfcribed  i 
and  alfo  that  thou  writeft  out  this  adju¬ 
ration,  and  infert  it  in  the  copy  fo  taken.’* 
Dr.  Cave  very  juftly  remarks  upon  this, 
in  the  following  words,  “  Well  had  it 
been  with  the  ancient  writers  of  the 
church,  had  their  books  been  treated  with 
this  care  and  reverence  :  more  of  them 
had  been  conveyed  down  to  us ;  at  leaft, 
thofe  few  that  are,  had  arrived  more  found 
and  unpolluted.” 

(7)  Diverfe  “  epxftles  to  Viflor/’  and 
many  other  “  Paftors  of  churches”,  about 
the  controverfy  relative  to  the  keeping 
eafter. 

Volateran  fpeaks  of  an  “  ecclefiafti- 
eal  hiftory”  which  he  compofed,  and  that 
Eufebius  had  borrowed  from  it.  And 
Sixtus  Senenlis  fays,  he  wrote  u  a  com¬ 
mentary  upon  the  apocalypfe.”  But 
thefe  two  laft  are  fcarce  worth  mention¬ 
ing  s  as  neither  Eufebius,  in  his  hiftory  j 
nor  Jerom,  in  his  “  catalogues  nor 
Honorius  Auguftudonenfts,  in  his  “  lu¬ 
minaries  of  the  church”  ;  nor  Trithemius, 

*  *  - 
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in  his  book  of  “  writers/’  make  any 
mention  of  them. 

The  only  work  of  Irenseus,-  that  ha9 
been  handed  down  to  us,  is  his  volume, 
containing  “  five  books”  againft  the  he- 
refies  ol  the  Gnoftics  and  Valentineans, 
entitled,  “  a  refutation  and  fubverfion  of 
fcience  falfely  fo  called.”  This  too,  itlhould 
feem,  was  almoft  loft,  at  leaft  to  the  wef- 
tern  churches.  For  Eralmus,  who  pub- 
liftted  it  in  1516,  fays  *  “  He  might  well 
call  it  his,  having  brought  it  to  light, 
after  it  had  been  covered  with  duft,  and 
was  mouldy  and  moth-eaten.” 

_  v,  .  1 

It  has  been  a  queftion,  whether  he 
wrote  thefe  books  in  Greek  or  Latin. 
Erafmus  was  inclined  rather  to  think* 
they  were  originally  wrote  in  Latin.  But 
moft  learned  men  are  of  another  opinion. 
According  toBaronius,  f  “  all  confent  in 
this,  that  he  wrote  in  Greek.”  Says  Cor- 
natius,  J  “  the  latin  copy  of  Irenseus  is 
a  moft  faulty  tranflation,  and  may  better 
be  reftored  out  of  Epiphanius  ;  [that  is, 
fo  far  as  he  made  quotations  from  Irenaeus] 
than  afford  any  help  in  tranftating  or 

Epiphanius 

*  Ptxf.  Li  Iren.  fAd.  an.  13Q,  t  In  prsf.  ad.  Efifk* 
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Epiphanius  :  fo  that  it  is  fl  range,  Eraf- 
mus,  who  was  of  a  piercing  judgment  in 
matters  of  this  nature,  fhouid  think  Ire- 
nteus  wrote  in  latin.”  To  the  like  pur- 
pofe  fpeaks  thegreatScaliger,*  “  I  admire, 
fays  he,  that,  from  inch  a  feverifh  La¬ 
tin  interpreter,  as  he  is  whom  we  now- 
have,  Erafmus  fhouid  imagine,  that  it  is 
the  true  Irenaeus,  and  that  he  imitates  the 
Greeks.  That  latin  interpreter  was 
weak,  and  either  omitted,  or  depraved, 
many  things  which  he  underload  not. 
The  fragments  that  are  extant  in  Epi¬ 
phanius,  as  alfo  in  Eufebius,  do  fuffici- 
ently  prove,  both  that  the  man  was  a  Gre¬ 
cian,  and  that  he  wrote  in  Greek  :  nor  is 
it  to  be  doubted  of.” — Du-pin,  Dr.  Cave, 
Dr.  Gardner,  and  in  fhort,  the  whole 
body  of  modern  writers  fpeafe  of  it,  as 
beyond  all  doubt  that  Irenaeus  wrote  in' 
Greek  ;  and  their  unanimous  opinion 
alfo  is, that  the  copy  we  now  have  is  a  rude, 
barbarous,  faulty,  and  ill-favored  tranfla- 
It  is  not  therefore  eafy  to  fay,  what 
his  diffinguifliing  ftileand  manner  was  in 
thefe  books.  Probably  it  was,  as  Dr, 
Gave  fays,  “  fim-ple,  unaffefled,  vulgar, 
and  ordinary,  emboffed,  it  is  like,  and 

Bee  h* 

v  "* 

f  In  cpif.  ad  Thomfonwm,  niun.  239*  ' 
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he  confefTes  as  much,  with  the  natural 
language  of  the  country  where  he  lived  : 
nor  had  he  ftudied  the  art  of  rhetoric, 
the  ornaments  of  fpeech,  or  had  any  fkill 
in  the  elaborate  methods  and  artifices  of 
perfuafion,  as  he  modefty  apologies  for 
himfeif.”  *  /fl  on* 

The  contents  of  this  volume  are  briefly 
ancl  fum  manly  contained  rn  the  following 
abftradl. 


In  the  fir  ft  booh,  having  largely  de- 
fcribed  the  heretical  tenets  of  the  Valen- 
finians,  he  oppofes  to  them  the  faith  of 
all  the  churches  in  the  world,  which  he 
comprehends,  in  a  creed,  truly  catholic 
and  excellent.  T  Pie  then  goes  on  to 

ftiew, 

*  PraT.  ad.  Lib.  prim. 

f  This  creed  being  fo  unlike  thofe  we  met  with  in'-  after  ages, 
containing,  not  metaphylical*  niceties,  but  fitch  gofpei 
dodfrines  only,  as  are  nearly  and  clofely  connected  with 
falvation,  I  lhall"  think  it  worth  while  to  irifert  it  here. 
**  It  is,  (as  Irenasus’s  words  are)  to  believe  in  one  omni¬ 
potent  God,  who  made  heaven,  and  the  earth,  and  the  feas* 
and  all  things  that  are  in  them  ;  and  in  one  Jefus  Chrift, 
the  Son  of  God,  incarnate  for  our  falvation  ;  and  in  the 
Holy  Ghoft,  who,  by  the  Prophets,  preached  the  myfte- 
ries  of  the  difpenfation  and  coming  of  Chrift,  his  birth  of 
a  virgin,  his  pafliop,  refurredion  from  the  dead,  afltimp- 
"  lion  hi  his  flefb  into  heaven,  and  his  coming  from  heaven 
an  ths  glory  of  the  Father  to  reftore  [recapitulate,  or 
i  *  gather 


i 
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&ew,  that  all  chriftians  agree  in  this  faith; 
and  that  the  moft  learned  can  add  no¬ 


thing  to  it,  or  make  any  changes  in  it, 
nor  the  moft  (imple  and  ignorant  dimin- 
ifli  any  part  of  it.  He  then  largely  ex¬ 
plains  the  abfurd  notions  of  Valentinus 
and  his  difciples  ;  and,  returning  to  the 
original  of  the  heretics,  and  beginning 
with  Simon  Magus,  he  gives  an  account 
fucceflively  of  all  the  herefies  that  ap¬ 
peared  fince  the  time  of  that  forcerer,  to 
the  time  wherein  he  wrote.  This  firft: 
book  is  extremely  dry,  tedious,  and  ob- 
feure  ;  prefen  ting  us  with  fcarce  any 
thing  but  the  wild  conceits,  and  extra-* 
vagantly  abfurd  notions  of  the  primitive 
heretics.  In  the  fecond  book,  he  makes  ufe 
of  the  principles  of  thefe  heretics  to  oppofe 
their  errors ;  (hewing  that  they  contradift 


themfelves 


gather  Into  one]  all  things,  and  to  raife  the  fiefh  [thebodies] 
of  all  mankind,  that  unto  Jefus  our  Lord,  and  God,  and 
Savior,  and  King,  according  to  the  good  pleafure  of  the 
Father,  every  knee  fhould  bow,  both  of  things  in  heaven* 
and  in  the  earth,  and  under  the  earth,  and  that  every  tongue 
fhould  confefs  to  him,  and  that  he  fhould  pafs  a  righteous 
fentence  upon  all,  and  fend  fpiritual  wickednelfes,  th£ 
angels  that  fell  and  become  apoftate,  and  alfo  ungodly, 
unrighteous,  lawlefs,  and  blafphemous  men  into  eternal 
hre;  but  that,  for  the  righteous  and  holy,  and  fitch  as  did 
Iteep  his  commandments,  and  abode  in  his  love,  fome  from 
the  beginning,  and  fome  by  repentance,  he  might,  gratis 
fying  them  with  life,  bellow  on  them  incorruptibility! 
snd  eternal' glory.” 
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themfelves,and  that  their  notions  were  idle, 
ridiculous  whimfies.  In  the  third  book, 
he  confutes  them  by  the  authority  of  the 
lacred  writings,  and  tradition  from  thofe 
who  had  feen  and  converfed  with  the 
Aponles.  In  the  fourth  book,  he  con¬ 
tinues  to  prove,  that  there  is  but  one  God  ; 
particularly,  he  fhews  againft  Mareion, 

that  the  lame  God  is  exhibited  in  the 

,  *  ..  > 

pld  and  new  teftament.  He  anfwers  the 

\  ■  '  .  j 

pbjetlions  of  the  heretics,  efpecially  thofe 
they  fetch  from  fcripture.  He  then 
gives  the  reafons  why  a  fpiritual  man, 
that  is  to  fay,  a  Chriftian  condemns 
Pagans,  Jews,  heretics  and  fcilmatics  * 
and,  finally,  rejects  the  opinion  of  thofe 
who  afhrmed,  that  men  were  naturally 
good  or  evil,  and  proves  the  liberty  of 
inankind.  In  the  lafl  book,  he  treats  of 
the  fall  of  man,  of  the  redemption  by 
jefus  Chrift,  of  the  refurreftion  of  the 
dead,  of  the  laft  judgment,  of  anti-chaff, 
and  of  the  Hate  of  fouls  after  death. — 
Thefe,  in  general,  are  the  lubjefls  en¬ 
larged  on  in  thefe  books. 

Possibly,  there  may  have  been  an 
excefs  in  the  commendations  of  this  Fa¬ 
ther,  on  account  of  this  work  of  his.  Dr. 

d».  .  '  *  _ 

Gave 
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Gave  fays,  there  are  evidently  to  be  feen 
here  the  marks  of  “  natural  acumen  and 
fubtiity  of  parts,”  as  well  as  “  maftery  of 
philolophy  and  human  literature.*  Han- 
nier  reprefents  him  to  have  had  “  a  cleat 
head,”  and  to  have  made  ufe  of  “  weigh¬ 
ty  arguments which,  being  “  fharpen- 
ed  with  holy  zeal,”  are  fitted  “  to  pierce 
deeply  into  the  very  hearts  of  the  enemies 
of  the  truth,  to  their  fhameful  proftration, 
and  utter  overthrow.”  -f*  Du-pin  fpeaks 
cf  him  as  a  “profound  fcholar  in  allforts 
of  knowledge,  facred  and  prophane”  $ 
efpecially,  as  having  an  “exquifite  know¬ 
ledge  of  the  holy  fcriptures.”  £  It  is 
readily  acknowledged,  as  Erafmus  and  the 
centuriators  obferve,  that  he  had  read 
the  books  of  the  ancient  philofophers, 
Thales,  Aniximander,  Anaxagoras,  De¬ 
mocritus,  Empedocles,  Plato,  Ariftotle* 
&c.  as  alfo  of  the  poets,  tragic,  comic, 
and  lyric  :  for  he  endeavors  to  make  it 
evident,  that  theherefies  which  he  oppofes 
were  taken  from  thefe  prophane  authors,  * 
the  names  only  being  changed.  It  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  true  likewife,  that  he  had  been 
much  converfant  with  the  facred  writings. 

But 

*  Lives  of  the  Fathers,  vol.  i.  p.  1 19.  +  view  of  anti¬ 
quity,  p.  62.  J  Ecclef.  hift.  p,  60. 
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But  it  may  bejuftly  queftioned,  whether 
his  judgment  was  equal  to  his  reading. 
The  learned  Photius  fays  of  him,  *  “That 
he  had  in  fome  of  his  books,  “fophifti- 
cated  the  truth  of  ecclefiaftical  docfrines 
by  fpurious  reafonings.”  This  is  a  real  facf, 
and  known  to  be  fo,  by  all  who  are  ac- 
quainted  with  his  writings.  His  manner 
of  arguing  is  fometimes  weak,  not  to  fay 
trifling.  I  am  fure,  it  would  be  thought 
to  be  fo  in  any  one,  who,  at  this  day,fhould 
ieafonashehasdone.  However, heappears, 
after  all,  to  have  been  a  pious,  learned, 
valuable  man,  whofe  memory  ought  to 
be  bleffed  for  his  laborious  fervices  in  the 
caufe  of  truth.  Many  things  are  to  be 
met  with  in  his  writings  well  worth  our 
fpecial  notice  ;  though  he  fometimes 
makes  it  appear,  that  he  had  his  fail¬ 
ings  and  imperfeftions.  Candor  itfelf 
will  not  pretend,  that  he  has  not,  in  fome 
inftances,  deviated  from  that  unerring 
rule,  the  word  of  truth.  He,  with  other 
writers,  both  before  and  after  him,  have 
built  fome  hay  and  ftubble  upon  the 
foundation  they  held,  which  will  not  en¬ 
dure  the  trial  of  the  fire. 

,  -  Tse 
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The  learned  are  not  agreed  as  to  the 
exact  time,  when  Irenaeus  wrote  his  “  five 
books  againfi  herefies.”  Dodwel  flip- 
pofes  it  to  have  been  in  176  or  177.  Maf- 
fuetini72.  Tillemont,  later  Hill,  towards 
the  end  of  the  pontificate  of  Eleutherius. 
Dr.  Lardner  fays,  “  As  tothe  time  of  his 
writing  thefe  “  five  books,”  it  is  the  opi¬ 
nion  of  diverfe  learned  men,  that  they 
were  not  wrote,  and  publifhed  all  toge¬ 
ther,  but  rather  at  fame  diftance  of  time.” 
And,  though  he  does  not  attempt  to 
fettle  precisely  the  year,  in  which  this 
work  was  compleated,  he  places  Irenaeus 
in  the  year  178;  though  he  is  inclined 
to  think,  his  “  books  againfi  herefies’* 
were  not  publifhed  quite  fo  foon. 

“  His  death,  fays  Du-pin,  was  no  lefs 
glorious  than  his  life.  For,  after  having 
governed  the  flock,  which  Jefus  Chrifl 
had  committed  to  his  charge  for  24  years, 
he  fell  a  Maftyr  at  Lyons,  in  the  perse¬ 
cution  of  the  Emperor  Severus,  which 
was  more  cruel  in  France  than  in  any 
other  part  of  the  world, anno  Chrifli  20Z, 
or  203.”  He  has  often  been  fpoken  of 
as  a  Martyr  by  other  learned  men.  But, 
from  the  filence  of  Tertullian,  Eufebius, 

and 
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and  other  ancient  Fathers  concerning 
this  matter,  it  is  very  juftly  argued  by  Dr. 
Cave,  Bafnage,  Dr.  Lardner,  and  others^ 
that  there  is  no  good  reafon  to  lay  he 
died  a  Martyr.  The  mo  ft  critical  in¬ 
quirers  into  matters  of  this  nature  place 
his  death,  fome  in  190,  and  others  in  19 1, 
or  192.  Baronius  *  extends  the  time  to 
the  nth  of  Severus,  or  205th  ofChrift. 

Testimonies  from  Iren^us. 

Lib.  I.  cap.  3*  Having  declared  that 
faith,  he  had  before  defcribed,  was  that 
which  was  univerfally  taught,  and  re¬ 
ceived  with  one  heart  and  mind,  he  adds 
the  following  words,  “  And  of  thofe  who 
prelidein  the  churches  [ex  iisqui  prsefunt 
ecclefiis]  he  that  would  prevail,  or  excell, 
in  his  difcourfe,  will  not  fay  otherwife.” 

T  .  ,'t  t  .  •*  s  ,/.4  b  .  i  *  a-  fa  I  -  A  •  $ 

Lib.  iii.  Cap.  2.— Speaking  of  Mar- 
cion,  Valentinus,  Cerinthus,  and  other 
heretics,  he  fays,  “  When  -f-  we  chal¬ 
lenge  them  to  that  apoftolic  tradition, 
which  is  preferved  in  the  churches  through 
the  fucceflions  of  the  Prelbyters  •,  they 

oppole 

*  Ad.  An.  20£. 

f  Gum  autem  ad  earn  iterum  tradiiionem,  qux  eft  ab  apoftolis, 
qu®  per  fucceftiones  Prefbyterorum  in  ecckhis  cuftoditur, 
provocamus  eos  :  adverfantur  traditioni  dicentes,  fe  non 

foluna 
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'bppofe  the  tradition,  pretending,  that, 
being  more  wife  than  not  only  the 
Prefbyters,  but  the  Apoftles  alio,  they 
have  found  out  the  truth.”— 


Lib.  ib.  cap.  3.  “  Therefore  the  apof- 
tolic  tradition,  made  manifelt  all  over  the 
world,  is  prefen t  in  every  church,  for  all 
that  would  fee  the  truth' :  and  we  can 
enumerate  .thofe,’  who  were  conftituted 

*  Bifhops  by  the  Apoftles  in  the  chur¬ 
ches,  and  their  fuecelFors  even  to  us,  who 
taught  no  fuch  thing,  nor  had  any  know¬ 
ledge  of  what  thefe  men  have  run  diftraft- 
ed  about.  For  if  theApoftles  had  known 
any  hidden  myfteries,  which  they  taught 
thofe  that  were  perfeff  privately,  and 
apart  from  the  reft,  they  would  more  e- 
lpecially  have  delivered  them  to  thofe  to 
whom  theycommitted  the  churches  them- 
felves;  for  they  would*  that  they  fhould 
be  perfect  and  unblamable  in  all  things'!” 
whom  they  left  their  fucceftors,  deliver¬ 
ing  to  theirftheir  own  place  of  mafterfhip, 

Fff  or, 

folura  Prefbyteris,  fed  etiam  apoftolis  exiftentes  faplento- 
i  mice  ram  inveniire  veritatem. - 

*  “  Et  habemus  annumerare  eos  qui  ab  apoftolis  inftituti 

unt  kpifcopi  in  eccleiiiis,  et  fucceirores  eorum  usque  ad 

(  nos,  qui  nihil  tale  docuerunt.’’---  # 

*Q~°ns  e.r.  Flores  felinquebant,  fuum  ipforum  locum 

Mtigeffern  tradentes.”---  ' 
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or  (as  others  tranilate  the  word)  of 
feeing  teachers.  But  becaufe  it  would  be 
tedious,  in  Inch  a  volume  as  this,  to  enu¬ 
merate  [omnium  ecclefiarum  enumerare 
fuccefliones]  the  l'ucceffions  in  all  the 
churches,  fliewing  toyou  the  tradition,  and 
declared  faith,  of  the  greateft,  and  moft 
ancient,  and  noted  church,  founded  at 
Rome  by  the  two  glorious  Apodles,  Peter 
and  Paul,  which  (he  received  from  the 
A’pofUes,  and  is  come  to  us  through  the 
l’ucceffions  of  the  Bilhops,  [per  lucceffi- 
ones  Epifcoporum  pervenientem  ufqtie 
ad  nos]  we  confound  all  who  conclude 
otherwise  than  they  ought,  by  what  means 
foever  they  do  fo  ;  whether  it  be  from  a 
wicked  endeavour  to  pleafe  themfelves, 
©r  from  vain-glory,  or  blindnefs,  or  ah 
unfound  opinion.  To  this  church,  * 
becaufe  of  its  more  potent  principality, 
it  is  neceffary  alb  other  churches  (hould 
agree  ;  that  is,  the  faithful  everywhere  ; 
in  which  agreement,  that  tradition  which 
is'  from  the  Apoltles  is  preferved  always 
by  thofe  who  are  fcattered  everywhere. 
The  Apoflles  therefore,  founding  and 
inftrudting  that  church,  delivered  to  Li- 

nu  s 

*  (t  Ad  hanc  enim^ecclefiam,  propter  potentiorcm  princi- 
palftatdm,  neceife  eft  omnem  con  venire  eccleiianu” 


0 


cus  *  the  overfight  of  adminifhjng  in  it. 


epifiles  to  Timothy.  Anacletua  fucceed- 
ed  him.  And  after  him,  f  in  the -rhi t d 
place,  Clemens  obtained  the  epifcopate 
from  the  Apofiles  ;  who  both  favv  the 
Apofiles,  and  conferred  with  them.— — 
To  this  Clement  fucceeded  Euariflus  ; 
and  to  Euariflus,,  Alexander  ;  and  Sixtus, 
the  fixth  from  the  Apofiles,  was  confli¬ 
cted  j  and  after  him  Telefphorus,  who 
was  alfo  a  gloriousiVIartyr ;  and  then  Hy*- 
ginus  ;  after  him,  Pius  ;  after  whom, 
Anicletus  ;  thenEleutherius  had  the  epif¬ 
copate,  £  in  the  twelfth  place  from  the 
Apofiles.  By  this  ordination  and  fuc- 
ceflion,  that  tradition  in  the  church,  and 
publication  of  the  truth,  which  is  from 
the  Apofiles,  hath  come  even  to  us.  And 
this  is  a  full  demonflration,  that  it  is  the 
one,  and  the  fame  life-giving  faith,  that, 
from  the  Apofiles,  untill  now,  hath  been 
delivered,  and  preierved  in  the  church. 

«  f’  a  A.  1^  T*»  1  1  1 


in  Corinth.  Polycarp  aUo,  who  was  not 


402  IREN  M  U  S. 

»  % 

only  inftru61ed  by  the  Apoftles,  and  con* 
verfant  with  many  of  thofe  who  law  our 
Jkord,  but  likewife  by  the  Apoftles  * 
.conftit.uted  Bifhop  in  Alia,  in  the  church 
of  Smyrna,  whom  alfo  we  faw  in  the  firft 

of  our  age. - Thefe  things  he  taught, 

having  learned  them  from  the  Apoftles  ; 
which  he  alfo  delivered  to  the  church, 
and  they  only  are  true.  All  the  churches 
in  Alia  teftifie  to  thefe  things,  and  they 
who  fucceeded  Polycarp  even  to  this 
day.” - 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  14.  For  he  [Paul]  appli¬ 
ed  himlelf  lo-f  the  Bifhops  andPrefbyters 
convened  at  Miletus,  who  were  of  Ephe- 
fus,  and  the  other  neighbouring  cities, 
hecaufe  he  was  going  in  hafte  to  Jeruf^i- 
lem  to  keep  Penteeoft,  teftifying  many 
things  to  them,  and  telling  them  what 

would  happen  at  Jerufalern. 

*"  -  ' 

Lib.  iv.  cap.  43.--  Wherefore  we  ought  £ 
to  obey  thofe  Prefbyters  in  the  church, 

who 

*  <<  Sed  etiam  ab  Apoftolis  in  Afia,  in  ea  qux  eft  Smyrnis 
ecclelia  conftitutus  Epifcopus.”-— 

'b  — <(  In  niileto  enim  convocatis  Epifcopis  et  PreTbyteris, 
qui  erant  ab  Ephefo,  et  a  reliquis  pfoximis  civitatibus.”-- 
r  (t  Quapropter  el's  qui  in  ecclefia  funt  Prefbyteris  ohaudire. 
onortet,  his  qui  fuccdfionem  habent  ab  Apoftolis,  ficut 
* f  '  1  *  ’  4  •  often dimus  ; 
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,who  have  fucceffion,  as  we  have  fhewn, 
fioni  the  Apoftles ;  who,  with  the  fuc¬ 
ceffion  of  the  Epifcopate,  received  the 
certain  gift  of  truth,  according  to  the 
good  pleafure  of  the  Father.  As  for  the 
reft  who  depart  from  the  principal  fuc¬ 
ceffion,  they  are  to  be  fufpeCted  as  he¬ 
retics,  in  what  place  foever  they  are  collect¬ 
ed.- -  ' 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  44.— And  truly  they  * 
vvhoare  thought  by  many  . to  be  Prefbyters, 
ferve  their  own  pleafures,  and  not  having 
the  fear  of  .God  in  their  hearts,  reproach, 
the  other  [Prefbyters,]  and  are  lifted  up 
with  pride  of  the  principal  feffion,  and  do 
wickednefs  in  fecret. — We  ought  there¬ 
fore  to  withdraw  from  all  fuch,  and 
adhere,  as  we  have  faid,  to  thofe  who  keep 

the 

oftendimus  ;  q.ui,  cum  Epifcopatus  fuccefTioi^e,  charifma 
.  veritatis  certum,  fecundum  placitum  patris,  acceperunt. 
Reliquos  vero  qui  abfiftunt  a  principali  fucceffione,  et 
quocimque  lo£o  colliguntur,  fufpedtos  habere,  vel  quail 
hereticos.” 

*  “  Qui  vero  crediti  quidem  funt  a  multis  elfe  Prefbyteri, 
ferviunt  autem  fuis  voluptatibus,  et  non  praeponynt  timo- 
rem  Dei  in  cordibus,  fed  contumeliis  agunt  reliquos,  et 
principalis  confefEonis  tomere  elati  funt,  et  in  abfconfs 
agunt  mala.”—- 
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the  Apoftles  do&rine,  and  together  with 
the  order  of  Prefbyters,  *  do  fhew  forth 
found  fpeech  and  an  inoffenfive  converfa- 
tion.-S.-uch  Prefbyters  [tales  Prefbyteros] 
the  church  nourifheg — concerning  whom 
theProphet  fays,f“Iwill  giveyouPrinces 
in  peace,  and  Bifhops  in  righteoufncfs.” 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  45.  Where  therefore  one 
fhall  find  fuch,  Paul  teaching  fays,  “  God 
hath  put  in  the  church  firft  Apoftles,  fe- 
condly  Prophets,  thirdly  Teachers .  Where 
therefore  the  gifts  of  God  are  pur,  there 
we  ought  to  learn  the  truth,  with  whom  £ 
is  that  fucceftion  of  the  church  w  hich  is 
from  the  Apoftles.” — A  little  further  we 
can  have  the  following  words,  “  As  I 
heard  from  a  certain  Prefbyter,  [a  quodam 
Prelbytero]  who  heard  from  thole  who 
faw  the  Apoftles,  and  who  learned  from 
thefe.” — 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  47.  The  Prefbyters 
[Preibyteri]  demonftrated  that  they  were 
extreme  foolifh,  who,  from  what  hap¬ 
pened 

*  "  F,t  cuu?  Prefbytcrii  ordine  fermonem  faniim— 
t*  Et  dabo  principes  tuos  in  pace,  et  Epifcopos  tuo$  in 
juftitia.” 

t  if  Apid  quos  ell  ea  quseeft  abApoftolis  ecclcfe  fucceflio.” 
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pened  to  thofe  who  were  difobedient  to 
God,  attempted  to  introduce  another 
Father.” 

r/  ;  <  .  *  <  I 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  49.  “  As  a  certain  Pref- 
byter  faid,  [ficut  etPrefbyter  dicebat]  they 
who  throw  it  in  our  teethi  that  the  peo¬ 
ple,  going  forth  by  the  command  of 
God,  took  veffels,  and  Veftments,  of  all 
forts  from  the  Egyptians.”-— 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  52.  Mention  is  tranfient- 
ly  made  of  “  a  fenior  difciple  of  the  Apof- 
tles”  [lenior  Apoftolorum  difcipulus.J 
And  in  the  fame  chapter  the  “  Prefbyters 
of  the  church”  are  fpoken  of  as  “  thofe 
with  whom  is  the  apoftolic  do&rine 
“  apud  eos  qui  in  ecclefia  funt  Prefbyteri, 
apud  quos  eftapoftolicadoftrina.” 

'■  ’A  4  *■  •  '  ‘  ■’  <■  v  r  ,  l  I  t  ■!  .*  > 

Lib*  ib*  cap;  63. €t  True  knowledge  is  the 
dodrine  of  the  ApoiHcs,  and  the  ancient 
ftate  of  the  church  all  over  the  world, 
and  the  charader  of  the  body  of  Chrift, 
according  to  the  fucceffions  *  of  Bifhops, 
to  whom  they  delivered  the  church  in. 
every  place;  which  dodrine  hath  reached 

us 

Secundum  fuccefllones  Epifcoporum,  quibus  ill!  eai& 

quie  m  unoquoque  loco  eft  eccleiiam  tradiderunt/'--- 


\  * 

466  I  R  E  H  M  tT  & 

us,  preferved  in  its  moft  full  deliver?, 
without  any  fidlion  of  fcriptures,  or  ail¬ 
ing  to,  or  taking  from  them.”— 

/  / 

Lib.  v.  cap.  5.—“  And  God  planted 
paiadife  in  Eden  eaftward,  and  there  he 
put  the  man  whom  he  had  formed.  And 
from  thence,  being  difobedient,  he  was 
caft  out  into  this  world.  *  Wherefore 
the  Prefbyters,  who  are  the  difciples  of  the 
Apoftles,  fay,  that  th'ofe  who  are  transi¬ 
ted,  are  tranflated  from  thence”. 

4t  >,  ■  -i  ;  ..  *  • 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  20.  For  all  thofe  -f-are  far 
later  than  the  Bifhops,  to  whom  the  Apof- 
tles  delivered  the  churches  j  and  this  we 
have  carefully  made  rhanifed:  in  the  third 
book.— They  therefore  who  hhve  the 
truth  published  by  the  church,  charge  the 
holy  Prefbyters  with  unfkilfulnefs,  £not 
confidering  how  far  a  weak  religious  per- 
fon  is  from  being  a  blaiphemer,-  and 
impudent  fbphiffei”. 

a'  _  ^  f.  _  « 

Lib.  ib.  cap.  36. - “  The  PrefbV- 

'ters,  the  difciples  of  the  Apofiles  fay, 

[dicunt 

*  “  Quapropter  dicunt  Prelbyteri,  qui  funt  Apoftolo- 
rum  diTcipuIi —  . 

•f*  iC  Omnes  enim  ii  valde  pofteriores  funt  qnam  EpifcopI, 
quibus  apoftoli  tradiderunt  ecclcrfias.”--- 
J  “  lmperitiam  faridoriinuPrefbyrerorum  arguunt.  ’ 
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[dicnnt  Prefbyteri,  apoftolorum  difcipuli] 
this  is  according  to  the  order  and  difpo- 
firion  of  thofe  who  are  laved”---. 

Th  ese  are  ali  the  pafiages,  I  have  been, 
able  to  find  in  Irenaeus’^  five  books  againfl: 
herefies,  that  relate  to  the  fubject  we  are 
upon.  But  two  very  confiderable  frag¬ 
ments  of  his  other  “writings”  have  been 
preferved  by  Eufebius,  which  I  may  not 
omit,  upon  this  occafion,  to  bring  to  view. 

'jr 

The  firft  is  a  quotation  from  an  “  epif- 
tle  of  his  to  Florin  us,”  in  which  he  fays,  0 
“  This  dodfrine,  O  Florinus,  that  I  may 
boldly  fpeak  the  truth,  is  not  found  ; 
this  do&rine  difagreeth  with  the  church, 
and  bringeth  fuch  as  liften  to  it  into  ex¬ 
treme  impiety  :  this  do&rine,  not  even 
the  heretics  which  are  out  of  the  church# 
ever  dared  to  publifh :  this  doft rine,  fuch 
as  were  Prefbyters  before  us  [oi fro  emon 
PreJbuteroi,]an&  difciplesof  the  A  poftles,  ne¬ 
ver  delivered  unto  thee.”  And  having  men¬ 
tioned  Polycarp,  and  faid  fome  things  of 
him,  he  goes  on,  “  I  am  able  to  teftify 
before  God,  that  if  that  holy  and  apofticaf 

G  g  g  Prelbyter 


*  Eufeb.  lib.  v.  cap,  20, 
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Prefbyter  [dpoflolicos  Prefbuteroi]  had  heard 
any  fuch  thing,  he  would  at  once  have 
reclaimed,  and  flopped  his  ears,  and  after 
his  manner  pronounced,  “  Good  God  ! 
into  what  times  haft  thou  referved  me  ! 
Yea,  he  would  inftantly  have  fhunned  the 
place  where  he  had  heard  fuch  fpeeches.” 

The  fecond,  which  is  eminently  per¬ 
tinent  to  the  point  in  debate,  is  contain¬ 
ed  in  his  “  e piffle,  to  Victor”  of  Rome, 
which  was  extant  in  the  days  of  Eufe- 
bius,  though  it  has  long  fince  been  loft. 
The  words  are  thefe,  *  “  And  the  Pref- 
byters  [  oi  Prefbuteroi  ]  before  Soter, 
who  were  over  the  church  which  thou 
governed:  [oi proflmtes  tes  ecclejias  es  nun 
aphege ]  I  mean  Anicetus,  and  Pius,  and 
Huginus,  with  Telefphorus  and  Sixtus  ; 
they  did  by  no  means  obferve  it  [he  is 
fpeaking  of  the  day  of  keeping  eafter  j] 
neither  did  they  allow  thofe  who  were 

with  them  to  obferve  it. - And  thofe 

Prefbyters  that  were  before  you  [oi pro  Jon 
Prefbuteroi,']  though  they  did  not  obferve 
it  themfelves,yet  they  fent  theeucharift  to 
thofe  of  other  churches  who  did  obferve  it. 
And  when  bleffed  Polycarp,  in  the  days  of 
Anicetus,  came  to  Rome,  and  there  was 
a  fmall  controverfy  between  them  upon 

other 

*  -V 

J  Eufeb  H.  E,  Lib.  v.  cap.  24. 
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other  things,  they  foon  faluted  each  other 
with  a  kifs,  and  there  was  no  great  con¬ 
tention  between  them  upon  this  head. 
Anicetus  was  unable  to  perfuade  Poly¬ 
carp  not  to  retain  that  which  he  had 
always  obferved  with  John,  the  difciple 
of  our  Lord,  and  the  red  of  the  Apoftles, 
with  whom  he  had  been  converfant  :  nei¬ 
ther  did  Polycarp  much  perfuade  Anicetus 
to  obferve  it,  fince  he  told  him  that  he 
ought  to  retain  the  cuflom  of  the  Prefby- 
ters  to  whom  he  fucceeded  [ton  pro  auton 
Presbuteron.'] 

Observations  and  remarks  upon 
the  teftimonies  from  Iren^eus. 

NOTHING  is  more  obvioufly  evident, 
fo  far  as  we  regard  the  above  paffages, 
than  that  Irenaeus  cannot  be  called  in  as 
a  witness,  either  to  the  claim  or  ex¬ 
ercise  of  thofe  powers,  which"  Epifco- 
palians  pretend  are  efl'ential  to  the  office 
of  Bifhops.  For  he  no  where  fays,  that 
it  is  the  right  of  Bifhops,  in  diftinction 
fromPrefbyterSjto  confer  holy  orders; 
or  that  they  were  the  perfons,  who  did  in 
fact  confer  them,  either  in  the  age  in 
which  he  lived,  or  any  other  :  neither  does 

/  he 
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he  affirm, directly  orindireftly,  that  it  was 
any  part  of  the  work  of  Bifhops,  much  lefs 
their  appropriate  difcriminate  work,  to 
*  govern  Presbyters,  or  that  they 
ever  did  fo.  And,  inftead  of  declaring, 
that 'Bifhops  are  officers  in  the  church 
distinct  from,  and  superior  to,  Pref- 
byters,  he  fpeaks  of  them,  as  clearly  and 
fully  as  he  could  have  done,  in  language 
neceffarily  leading  us  to  look  upon  them 
as  fuftain'mg  the  same  office  only  in 
the  church.  No  writer,  fince  the  apof- 
tolic  times,  has  more  exactly,  or  frequent¬ 
ly,  copied  after  the  infpired  penmen,  in 
the  promifcuous  ufe  of  the  words  Bifhops 
and  Prefbyters.  He  ufes  thefe  words 
indifferently,  and  frequently,  to  point 
out  the  fame  officers  in  the  church.  And 
unlefs  when  he  ufes  the  word,  Bifhops,  he 
means  the  fame  church  officers,  as  when 
lie  ufes  the  word,  Prefbyters,  there  is  nei¬ 
ther  coherence,  confiftency,  or  the  leaf!: 
force  of  argument,  in  in  oft  of  the  palia- 
ges,  in  which  thefe  words  are  mention¬ 
ed.  As  this  is  an  important  point  in 
the  prefent  debate,  I  (ball  enlarge  in  its 
illuflration,  and  take  occafion  for  it  by 
anfwering  what  is  pleaded,  from  Irenaeus, 
in  favor  of  Epifcopacy, 

•■‘c  .  The 


-  .  „  -  :  mui  r  f  ^ 
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The  grand  plea  is,  that  he  is  particular 
in  giving  us  the  line  of  fucceffion  that 
he  does  it  in  fingle  perfons  ;  and  that 
thefe  perfons  are  frequently  and  exprefily 
called  Bilhops  :  evidently  importing  a 
diflin£tion  of  place,  order,  or  office,  be¬ 
tween  them  and  Preffiyters. 

The  anfwer  is  eafy,  and,  as  I  imagine, 
ftrongly  conclufive.  It  is  allowed,  reck¬ 
oning  the  fucceffion  by  fingle  perfons  in¬ 
timates  fome  difference  betwixt  the  nam¬ 
ed  perfons,  and  others  of  the  fame  church, 
as  the  ground,  or  reafon,  of  their  being 
Tingled  out.  But  what  conceivable 
need  is  there,  unlefs  to  ferve  a  turn,  to 
fuppofe,  that  the  difference  muff  be  fo 
great  as  to  import  an  imparity  of  or¬ 
der,  or  office  ?  Are  there  no  inffan- 
ces,  in  which  it  is  certain,  particular 
perfons  have  been  diftinguifhed  from  their 
brethren  of  the  fame  order,  to  anfwer  the 
like  end  ?  Bifhop  Stillingfleet  has  told  us 
of  fome  admirably  well  adapted  to  the 
purpofe.  Says  he,  *  “  At  Athens,  after 

they  grew  weary  of  their  ten  year's 
“  Arcbontes,  the  people  chofe  nine  every 

U  year 

v.  ✓ .  .  h.  ^  r  ^  ^  \ 

*  Iren.  p.  300, 
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**  year  to  govern  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
,c  mon-wealth.  Thefe  nine  enjoyed  a 
u  parity  of  power  among  themfelves, 
x  “  and  therefore  had  a  place  where  they 
“  confulted  together  about  .the  matters 
“  of  ftate,  which  was  called  Stategion,  aS 
“  Demofthenes,  Plutarch,  and  others  tell 
“  us  :  now  although  they  enjoyed  this 
“  equality  of  power,  yet  one  of  them 
“  had  greater  dignity  than  the  reft,  and 
therefore  was  called  Archon  by  way  of 
“  excellency,  and  his  name  only  was  fet 
“  in  the  public  records  of  that  year,  and 
“  therefore  was  called  Archon  kponu- 
“  mos  ;  and  the  year  was  reckoned  from 
<f  him,  as  Paufanias  and  Julius  Pollux 
“  inform  us.  Here  we  fee  now  the  fuc- 
“  ceffion  clear  in  one  Angle  perfon,  and 
“  yet  no  fuperiority  off  power  in  him 
“  over  his  colleagues.  The  like  may  be  ob- 
<e  ferved  of  the  Ephori  and  bidicei at  Sparta. 
“  The  number  of  the  epbori  was  always 
“  five  from  their  firft  inftitution  by  Ly- 
“  curgus,  and  not  nine,  as  the  Greek 
“  etymologift  imagines.  Thefe  likewife 
“  enjoyed  a  parity  of  power  ;  but  among 
“  thefe,  to  give  name  to  the  year,  they 
“  made  choice  of  one  who  was  called 
“  Eponumos  here  too,  as  the  Archon  at 

Athens  5 
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<e  Athens ;  and  him  they  called  Prejlota 
,e  ton  ephorm ,  asPlutarch  tells :  where  we 
“  have  the  very  name  ProeJUs  attributed 
“  to  him  that  had  only  this  primacy 
“  of  order,  without  any  fuperiority  of 
<c  power,  which  is  ufed  by  Juftin  Martyr 
of  the  Prefident  of  aflemblies  among 
“  Chriftians.  Now  from  hence  we  may 
“  evidently  fee,  that  meer  fucceffion  of 
<£  fome  fingle  perfons  named  above  the 
“  reft,  in  the  lucceflions  of  apoftolical 
“  churches,  cannot  enforce  any  fuperio- 
“  rity  of  power  in  the  perfons  fo  named, 
“  above  others  fuppofed  to  be  joint  go- 
“  vernors  of  the  churches  with  them”. 
There  was,  we  fee,  among  the  Archon- 
tes  at  Athens,  and  the  Epbori  at  Sparta, 
a  fenior  in  office,  a  chair-man,  or  prefi¬ 
dent  ;  and  he  was,  for  this  reafon,  fingled 
out,  from  his  brethren  of  the  fame  office- 
power,  to  give  denomination  to  the  yean 
The  like  may  be  laid  in  the  cafe  before 
us.  Among  the  Prefbyters  in  each  church, 
who  all  fuftained  the  lame  office,  and 
were  veiled  with  the  fame  effential  pow¬ 
ers,  there  might  be  a  praefes,  Modera¬ 
tor,  or  prime-Prelbyter  j  *  and  he  might, 

on 

f  ^  “ay  be  worthy  of  fecial  notice  here,  Irensus  himfelf 
very  plainly  intimates,  that,  among  Presbyters,  or 
thofe  who  were  of  that  order  which  conftituted  the 

Presbyter at& 
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on  this  account,  be  felefted  to  have  his 
name  mentioned  in  the  fucceffion  :  or  his 
name  might  be  inferted,  merely  as  being 
the  fenior-Prefbyter,  or  becaufe  he  was 
bed  known,  and  mod  celebrated  for  his 
learning,  piety,  and  drift  attachment  to 
the  apodolic  doftrine.  This  difference 
of  charafter,  without  the  fuppofition  of 
any  difference  in  point  of  office,  or  pow¬ 
er,  will  fully  account  for  a  fucceffion  as 
reckoned  in  a  line  of  fingle  perfons  ;  and 
it  is  fufficient,  could  nothing  elfe  be  faid, 
to  render  their  arguing  invalid,  who, 
■merely  from  hence,  would  conclude,  that 
thefe  particularly  diftinguifhed  and  named 
perfons  were  of  a  fuperior,  and  didinft 
order,  in  the  churches,  from  the  Prefby- 
ters  belonging  to  them. 

,  f  •  t  •  ■  ■  '  ■  .  <  •*  ■  *  ■  ,»  *• 

-  ,  »  ,  l 

But,  to 'give  drength  to  this  argu¬ 
ment,  it  is  further  faid,  fingle  perfons  are 

*  not 

* 

Presbyter  ate,  thete  were  fome,  in  his ^day,  who, 
ec  not  having  the  fear  of  God  in  their  hearts,  but  bein^ 
“  elated  with  the  dignity  of  the  first  or  princifal 
sessi o  n ,  contumelfoufly  treated  the  other  Prefbyters. 
Vid.  lib.  iv.  cap.  44.  This  first  session  was  not,  in 
the  view  oflrenseus,  the  feflion  of  Bishops,  as  officer 
in  the  church  of  a  fuperior  o  rder  to  that  of  Prefbyters  $ 
for  he  here  confiders  them  all  as  fuftaining  the  Jam  e 
order  ;  though  in  this  fame  order  there  was  a  difference 

in,  degree*  He  here  fpeaks  of  a  pr  incip al  ses* 
^ion.  that  is,  one  that  belonged  to  the  Prime-Pres- 
byte  r,  the  head  or  prases  of  the  ?ress\  xee'v  « 


1 


» 


\ 
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hot  only  named  in  the  fucceifion,  but 
they  are  frequently  and  expreffly  called 
Bifhops.  Very  true  ;  but  then  it  is  as 
true,  that  Irenaeas  has  taken  all  proper 
care,  as  though  he  had  it  in  defign,  to 
guard  againft  any  ones  miftaking  his 
“  fuccelhon  of  Bifhops,”  for  the  fuc- 
ceilion  of  a  “  fuperior  order”  in  the 
church  to  that  of  Prcfbyters.  This  is 
'  particularly  worthy  of  notice.  I  fhall 
accordingly  endeavor  to  fet  it  in  the  clear¬ 
ed  and  ftrongeft  point  of  light.  And  I 
know  of  no  way  in  which  I  can  better  do 
this,  than  by  placing  a  few  of  the  forego¬ 
ing  paffages,  upon  the  head  of  fucceffion* 
in  two  oppofite  columns.  It  will  them 
appear,  at  hrfl  fight,  to  every  intelligent 
unprejudiced  reader,  that  Irenseus  means* 
and.  unlefs  he  is  made  to  fpeak  nonfenfe* 
nuift  mean  by  the  “  fucceflion  of  Bifhops.” 
one  and  the  fame  thing  with  the  “  fuc* 
ceilion  of  Prefbyters,”  and  vice-verfa. 


Lib.  in.  cap.  3. 

The  apodolic  tra¬ 
dition  is  prefent  in 
everychurch.  Wecan 
en  umerate  thofe  who 
were  condituted  Bi¬ 
shops 


Lib.  iii.  cap1.  2- 
When  we  chat* 
lenge  them  [the  he-« 
reties]  to  that  japo- 
ftolical  tradition* 
which  is  preferved 

H  h  h  in, 
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shops  by  the  Apof¬ 
tles  in  the  churches, 
and  their  succes¬ 
sors  even  to  us, 
who  taught  no  fuch 
thing. — By  fhewing 
the. tradition  and  de¬ 
clared  faith  of  the 
great  eft  and  moft  an- 
cient  church  ofRome 
which  (he  received 
from  the  Apoftles,. 
and  is  come  to  us 
through  the  suc¬ 
cessions  OF  THE 
Bishops,  we  con¬ 
found.— 

Lib.  iv.  cap.  53. 

True  knowledge 
i^thedo6lrine  of  the 
Apoftles  according 
to  the  succession 
ofBishops,  to  whom 
they  delivered  the 
church  in  every  place, 
which  do&rine  hath 

•  ‘  •;  j  »  ] 

reached  us  preferved 
in  its  moft  full  de¬ 
livery.—*  Lib. 


in  the  churches! 
through  the  suc¬ 
cession  of  the 
Presbyters,  they 
oppofe  the  tradition, 
pretending  that  they 
are  v;i(er  than  not 
only  the  Presby¬ 
ters,  but  the  Apof- 
tks  alfo. 


Lib.  iv.  cap. 
Obey  thosePres- 
byters  in  the 
church,  who  have 

succession,  as  we 

- 

havefhe  wn,from  the 
Apoftles ;  who,  with 
the  succession  of 
the  Episcopate, 
received  the  gift  of 
truth,  according  to 

t-hp 


V  ?-v. 


the  good  pleafure 
of  the  Father. — 


Lib.  v.  cap.  20. 
Th  ese  are  far  la- 


Lib.  iv.  cap.  44. 
- We  ought 


ter  than  theBisnops'  therefore  to  adhere 

JOWHOM  THE  APOS-  tO  THOSE  PRES- 
TLES  DELIVERED  BYTERS  WHO  KEEP 
THE  CHURCHES  :  THEApOSTLES  DOC- 

and  this  we  have  trine,  and,  toge- 
carefully  made  md-  ther  with  the  order 
nifeffc  in  the  third  of  the  Prf.sbyte- 

-  w 

hook,  rate,  do  fiiew  forth 


found  fpeech . — Such 
Presbyters  the 
church  nourifhes  j 
and  of  fuch  the  Pro¬ 
phet  fays,  “  I  will 
give  them  Princes 
in  peace,andBi  shops 
in  righteoufnels. 


_ The  Apoltles,  Those  Presby- 

founding  and  in-  ters  [that  is, in  the 
ftructing  that  church  church  of  Rome] 
[the  church  of  Rome]  before  Soter,  who 
delivered  -  to  Linus,  governed  the 
the  Episcopate—  church  which  thou 

V..  _  m  I  1  »  - 


Anacletus 


[that 
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Anacletus  succeed-  [that  is,  Viaorl  NOv. 
ED  him.  Afterhim,  governest,I mean 
piemens  obtained  Anicetus,  Pius  HiJ 
th.e  Episcopate  gynus,  Telelphorns, 
rom  theApofHes—  and  Sixtus,  they  did 
I  oCIement  succed-  not  obferve  it  ftha 
ed  Euariftus  ^  to  ^  '  - 

him,  Alexander  ; 
then  Sixtus  )  and 
after  him  Telefpho- 
1US  ;  then  Hugy- 
?ius  ;  afterhim  Pius ; 
then  Anicetus  :  and 
when  Soterhad  fuc- 

ceededAnicetus.then 
Eleutherius  had  the 
Episcopate  in  the 
twelfth  place.  By 

this  sue  cession,  that 

which  is  from^the  S 
ApoEles,  is  come  to 

\  -  V  >*  * 


.  — ,l  pua 

is,  the  day  on  whicl 

heobfervedEfther]- 
And  thole  Presby- 
terswhopreceed- 
ed  You,though  the) 
did  not  obferve  ii 
themfelves,  yet  Pent 

theEucharilf  tothofe 

[Presbyters]  of  other 
churches  who  did 
obferve  it.  And 
when  blefled  Po- 
lycarp,  iri  the  days 
Anicetus,  came 


cetus  to  obferve  it,  , 
he  [that  is,  Anic! 

tns]  declared  that  tl 

culfomof  the  PRE< 
ters  who  wer 
^IS  p^EI)ECESSO  r 
Liou Id  be  retained. 
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Ip  it  would  not  be  coriftrued  an  affront 
to  the  reader’s  underftanding,  I  would 
obferve,  with  reference  to  the  above  in¬ 
fections,  that  Irenasus  has  not  only  pro- 
piifcuoufly  ufed  the  names,  Bifhops,  and 
Prefbytei  s,  but  has  done  it  in  a  manner 
that  renders  it  really  impoffibIe,he  fhould 
mean  by  Bifhops,  if  he  had  any  meaning 
at  all,  an  order  of  officers  in  the  church 
iuperior  to,  and  diffinft  from,  Prefbyters ; 
or,  by  Prefbyters,  any  order  but  that  'of 
Bifhops.  Does  he,  in  one  place,  when 
jpeaking  of  the  fucceffion  in  the  church 
of  £ome,  particularly  name  Cinus,  Ana- 
cletus,  Clemens,  See.  as  being  Bifhops. 
as  having  obtained  the  Epifcopate  there  ? 
In  another,  while  fpeaking  of  the  fame 
fucceffion,  and  in  the  fame  fingle  perfons 
he  as  expreffiy  calls  them  Prefbyters  - 
yea,  he  gives  no  higher  a  ftile  to  the  pre¬ 
cede  fiors  of  Vidor,  the  then  BifhopP  of 
Rome,  than  that  of  Prefbyters  ;  and  he 
apphes  the  fame  name  to  thofe  who  pre-Li 

ia™  chE‘^heriU^°f '•  o^hi, 

*fe  ffx*'  aoS: 

thiough  the  fucceffion  of  Bifhops  >”  He 

«W«r «,  -  that  it  « 
preserved  in  the  church,  through  the  fUC- 

o^ffion  of  Prefbyters."  Does  be  make 

mention 
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mention  of  Bifhops  “  as  conflicted  in 
the  churches  by  the  Apoflles  ?”  He  ex- 
preffes  the  fame  fentiment,  when  he  fays, 
“  the  Prefbyters  in  the  church  have  fuc- 
ceffion  from  the  Apoflles nor  can  we 
miflake  his  meaning,  if  we  only  confider, 
that,  in  the  immediately  following  words, 
he  calls  this  very  fucceflion,  “  the  fuc- 
ceffion  of  the  Epifcopate  and,  in  ano¬ 
ther  place,  makes  the  remark,  “  iuchPref- 
feyters  the  church  nouriiheth  and  intro¬ 
duces  the  Prophet  faying,  “  I  will  give 
you  Princes  in  peace,  and  Bifhops  in 
righteoufnefs.”  In  vain  mull  it  be  to  look 
for  a  fucceflion  of  Bifhops,  in  Irenaeus’s 
writings,  diftindt  from  Prefbyters,  and 
veiled  with  fuperior  powers,  when  he 
attributes  not  only  “  the  fucceflion,”  but 
“  the  fucceflion  in  Epifcopacy,”  to  Pref¬ 
byters  ;  indifferently  calling  the  Angle 
perfons  he  reckons  in  the  fucceflion,  Bi¬ 
fhops  and  Prefbyters.  It  would  fpoil 
his  reafoning,  render  it  inconfiflent,  weak, 
confufed,  and  fallacious,  to  fuppofe  he 
'  fhould  mean  by  Bifhops  a  different  order 
of  officers  in  the  church  from  Prefbyters, 
when  he  fo  often  ufes  thefe  names  pro- 
mifcuoufly,  and  indifferently  derives  the 
fucceflion  from  the  Apoffles  in  a  line  of 
Bifhopc,  or  Prefbyters,  meaning,  by  both 
words,  the  fame  officers.  IT 
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It  may  be  pertinently  obferved  yet  fur¬ 
ther,  the  fucceffion  Irenaeus  has  in  view, 
is  not  a  fucceffion  of  power,  but  of  doc¬ 
trine.  This  will  be  obvious,  at  firfl 
fight,  by  looking  over  the  foregoing  quo¬ 
tations  from  him.  His  difpute  is  with 
the  heretics  of  that  day  and  the  ufe  he 
makes  of  the  argument  from  fucceffion. 
is,  to  prove  that  they  had  departed  from 
that  doctrine,  which  had  been  handed 
down,  in  the  churches,  even  from  the 
Apoftles  to  that  time.  This  is  his  grand 
point,  and  he  keeps  to  it  never  menti¬ 
oning  the  fucceffion,  but  in  order  to  fhew, 
how,  and  from  what  original  fource,  the 
doctrine  of  (Thrift  had  come  down,  and 
been  preferved  in  its  purity  to  his  day.  To 
feek  therefore  for  a  fucceffion  of  power, 
inlrenaeus.is  to  feek  f  or  thelivingamongthe 
dead.  Henowherereafons  from  the  fuccef¬ 
fion  in  the  churches,  in  favor  of  any  peculi¬ 
arity  of  power  inBifhops  beyondPrefbyters, 
but  confines  his  argument  solely  to  the 
head  of  doctrine.  So  that,  it  is  inipof- 
fible  to  make  any  valid  ufe  of  what  he  has 
faid  upon  fucceffion,  to  prove  a  fucceffion 
of  power  j  much  lefs  a  fuperiority  of 
po  wer,  appropriated  to  Bifhopsin  diftinc- 
tioii  from  Prelbyters.  It  muft  be  previ- 
Tt  -  ;  eufly 
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oufly-  laid  down  as  a  poftulatum,  or  clfe 
fufficiently  made  evident,  'that  the  apof- 
tolic  doftrine  could  not  have  been  hand¬ 
ed  down  pure  and  incorrupt,  but  in  a 
line  of  fuch  Bifhops  as  were  of  an  order 
in  the  church  fuperior  to  Prelbyters  ;  or 
any  argument  from  Irenseus’s  fucceffion 
will  be  efientially  lame  and  defective.  It 
will  not  be  allowed,  before  it  has  been  va¬ 
lidly  proved,  that  Bifhops,  in  the  appro¬ 
priated  fen fe,  could  be  the  only  convey¬ 
ers  of  apoftolic  truth.  It  is  podible,  at 
leaffwe  may  be  permitted  to  think  it  is  fo, 
until  we  are  convinced  of  the  contrary, 
that  this  truth  might  as  well  be  handed 
down  by  Bifhops  that  are  of  one  and  the 
fame  order  with  Prelbyters. 

It  may  add  weight  to  what  has  been 
faid  upon  thefe  teftimonies,  if  it  be  fub- 
joined,  that  the  Gallican  churches,  who 
fent  Irenseus  to  Rome  with  an  epiftle  to 
Eleutherius,  Bifhop  of  the  church  there, 
had  no  idea  of  that  fuperiority  of  Bifhops 
to  Prelbyters,  which  is  now  fo  much  talk¬ 
ed  of.  For,  in  this  letter,  while  fpeaking 
if\  commendation  ot  him,  they  give  him 
no  higher  a  title  than  that  of  Pj&esbv- 


ter.  *  Blondcl  has  been  very  large  and 
learned,  the  mo  ft  fo  of  any  writer  I  have 
feen,  in  proving*  -f*  that  this  letter  was 
fent  nine  years  after  the  death  of  Pothi- 
nus,  who  was  foon  fdcceeded  by  Irenaeur, 
Bifhop  of  the  church  of  Lyons  j  that  is, 
their  Praefes,  or  Prime- Prefby  ter.  1c 
cannot  therefore  be  fuppofed,  with  any 
fliadow  of  reafon,  that  the  churches,  in 


whofe  name  this  letter  was  wrote,  imagin¬ 
ed  that  Prefbyters  were  an  order  diftincf 
from,  and  inferior  to,  that  of  Bifhops, 
They  would  not,  in  this  cafe,  have  fpoken 
of  him,  and  in  the  recommendatory  part 
of  their  letter,  as  their  Prefbyter.  This 
would  have  been  rather  a  debafement* 
than  recommendation  of  him.  ,  Bifhop 
Stillingfleet  has  argued  here  with  great 
cogency.  Says  he,  J  “  Irenaeus  is  fent 
■V  ^  t  i  ch  o  f  Lyons  on  a  meftage 
“  to  the  Bifhop  of  Rome,  when,  notwith- 
e*  ftandmg  his  being  Bifliop,;  they  call 
s£  him  Prefby  ter -of  that  church.  What 
“  could  any  one  imagine,  but  that  the 
“  Biftiop  was  nothing  but  tlie.fenior  Pref- 
byter,  or  one  that  had  a  primacy  ofor- 
dec  among,  but  no  divine  right  to  d 
.  *  •  I  i  i  power 


eb.  rl.  £.  lib.  v. 
Hieron,  p.  23,  32. 


cap.  4.  f  Apol,  pro  fenterv 
J  ir£n«  p*  312, 
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power  of  jurifditffon  over,  his  fellow 
e‘  Prelbyteis  r”  And  this  reafoning  will 

appear  did  more  forcible, if  it  be  added, 
that,  in  this  very  letter,  he  is  mention¬ 
ed,  by  the  other  Prelbyters,  as  their  “  bro¬ 
ther  and  colleague.”  So  the  words  are  in 
Eufebius,  who  has  quoted  them.  *  “  p'a- 
ther  Eleutherius  !  we  wilh  you  health 
in  all  things,  and  always  in  God.  We 
have  requeued  Irenaeus,  our  brother  and 
colleague,  [ton  adelphon  emon ,  kai  koindnon] 
to  d  eliver  you  thefe  letters.”— They  could 
not,  with  any  manner  of  propriety,  have 
thus  ipoken  of  him,  if  he  had  been  a 
Bifhop,  meaning  hereby  an  officer  of  a 
fuperior  order  in  the  church  to  that  of 
Prelbyters. 

Only  one  plea  mare,  that  I  know  of, 
is  fetched  from  Irenaeus  in  favor  of  the 
epifcopal  caufe.  It  is  his  ufing  that  mode 
of  fpeech,  “  Bilhops  and  Preibyters  ” 
which,  fay  the  prelatifts,  evidently  imports 
a  diftin&ion  of  officers,  and  gives  the 
fuperiority  to  Bilhops. 

.»  i  v  '  *  '*  l-Ci  ••  ■  ’*  1/jf 

It  is  acknowledged,  this  mode  of  dic¬ 
tion  is  once  ufed  by  Ireneeus.  But  how 

■  ..  does 

*  ‘H.  E,  Lib,  iv,  cap,  5* 
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does  he  ufe  it  ?  Not  as  his  own,  but  the 
language  rather  of  theApollie  Paul.  The 
pallage,  in  which  the  words  are  to  be 
found,  runs  thus  :  “  He  [Paul]  applied 
himfelf  to  the  Bilhops  and  Prelbyters  con¬ 
vened  at  Miletus,  who  were  ol  Ephefus, 
and  the  neighbouring  towns,  becaufe  he 
was  going  to  Jerufalem.” — Thefe  words, 
“  Bifhops  and  Prelbyters,”  which  Ire- 
nseus  has  alluded  to,  or  rather  quoted 
from  A6fs  xx,  are  ufed  fynonimoully  by 
the  Apoftle  Paul.  And  of  this  there  is 
no  room  for  dilpute.  For,  it  is  expref¬ 
ly  declared,  that,  from  Miletus,  he  lent 
to  Ephefus,  and  called  the  Elders  \Pref- 
buterous\  of  the  church.  And  in  v.  28, 
in  his  exhortation  to  thefe  very  Elders, 
he  as  expreffly  calls  them  [Epifcopous\ 
Bilhops.  I  would  now  alk,  is  it  not 
quite  eafy  and  natural  to  fuppofe,  that 
Irenasus  ufes  the  phrafe,  “  Bilhops  and 
Prelbyters,”  in  allufion  to  the  17th  and 
28th  verfe  of  the  juft  mentioned  xxth  of 
A£ts,  in  the  former  of  which  Paul  ufes 
the  word,  “  Prelbyters  ;”and  in  the  latter, 
the  word,  “  Bilhops  ?”  And  as  Paul 
mo  ft  certainly  ufed  them  fynonimically  ; 
is  it  not  reafonableto  think,  that  Irenseus 
ufed  them  in  the  like  fenfe  ?  Efpecially, 

,  as. 


T 
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as,  in  every  other  paffage  through- 

*  S!  hlS  wmingVinftead  of  connecting 
-Bifhops  and  Prefbyters,  to  as  that  it  might 
teem  as  if  he  intended  to  make  a  diftinc- 
tion  between  them, he  has  ufedthe  words 
invariably  in  the  fynonimous  fenfe,  in¬ 
differently  and  proniifcuoufly  meaning 
by  Bifhops,  Prefbyters ;  and  by  Prefbyters, 
Bifhops.  This  is  fo  plain  a  cafe,  that 
it  might  be  thought  impertinent  to  fay 
any  thing  mpre  upon  it. 

It  may,  upon  the  whole,  be  faid  with 
real  truth*  not  only  that  Ire nieus  is  a 
fu.U  and  pofitive  witnefs  againfl  the  epif- 
copal  caufe,  but  a  pofitive  and  full  one 
nr  favor  of  our’s.  He  fays  not  a  word 
in  evidence  of  thofe  powers  that  are 
made  essential  to  the  Episcopate  ; 
hut  as  much  as  we  could  defire,  in  proof 
of  the  sameness  of  the  order,  or  of- 
i  ice,  of  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters. 


VICTOR* 

'  i 


/ 


VICTOR ,  POLYCRATES ,  THEO- 
PHILUS,  BACHYLLUS,  HE¬ 
RACLITUS,  MAXIMUS,  AP- 
'  PION,  CANDIDUS,  SEXTUS, 
JUDAS,  ARABIANUS,  SERA-, 

PION,  rhodon,pantt:nus, 
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T  HAVE  followed  Du-pin  in  placing 
•  thefe  writers  between  Irenaeus,  and 
Clement  of  Alexandria.  They  all  flou- 
rifhed  about  the  fame  time,  or,  in  other 
words,  towards  the  latter  end  of  the  fe¬ 
cund  century.  A  few  fragments  offome 
of  their  works  have  been  preferved  j  but, 
for  the  greater  part,  they  are  totally  loft. 
Victor  wrote  fome  pieces  about  the/‘  time 
of  keeping  eafter.”  Theophilus  of  C?e- 
faria,  with  fome  other  Bifhops,  joined  in 
writing  “  an  epiftle,”  as  a  council,  with 
orders  to  have  it  publifhed,  with  reference 
to  the  (t  day  on  which  eafter  fhould  be 

obferved.” 
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obferved  ”  Bachyllus  of  Corinth  wrote 
an  “  epiftle/*  in  the  name  of  the  Bifiiop 
of  Achaia,  upon  the  fame  fubjedf.  He¬ 
raclitus  wrote  “  commentaries  upon  the 
Apoftle  Paul  /’ Maximus,  on  “  the  origi¬ 
nal  of  evil,  ’  and  on  “  the  creation  of  mat¬ 
ter  ;  Appion,  and  Candsdus,  “  commen¬ 
taries  on  thehexameron  /’  Sextus,  a  “dif- 
courfe  on  the  refurreftion  /’  Judas,  a 
treatife  on  “  Daniel  s  weeks /’  Pantaenus, 
mailer  of  the  fchool  at  Alexandria,  and 
a  famous  preacher  of  the  gofpel,”  com¬ 
mentaries  on  the  bible  but  thefe  are  all 
buried  in  the  ruins  of  time.  Of  the 
works  of  Arabianus,  and  feveral  other 
writers,  about  this  time,  whofe  names  are 
not  mentioned  by  Eufebius,  there  were 
no  figns,  or  traces,  even  fo  far  back  as  his 
day.  Rhodon,  once  a  difciple  of  Tatian, 
wrote  many  books.  Two  only  are  men¬ 
tioned  by  Eufebius,  one  again#  “  the  he¬ 
reby  of  Marcion  /’the  other,  on  “  thehex¬ 
ameron/’ or  “  the  fix  days  work.”  He 

has  given  us  a  quotation,  of  fome  length, 
from  the  firft  of  thefe  books  •,  but  there 
is  nothing  in  it  relative  to  the  point  we 
are  upon. 
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SERAPION.  “  It  is  very  probable, 

4‘  (fays  Eufebius,)  *  that  many  of  his 
“  epiflles”  are  in  the  hands  of  others  ; 

“  but  thofe  only  have  come  to  our  know- 
“  ledge, which  he  wrote  unto  one“  Dom- 
“  nus,”  who  renounced  the  faith  in  time 
“  of  perfecution,  and  fell  to  jewifh  apof- 
“  tacyj  and  to  “  Ponticus,  and  Carious,” 

“  ecclefiaftical  perfons  ;  and  “  epiflles” 

“  alfo  to  other  men,  and  likewise  a  ■ 
“  book  concerning  the  gofpel  called  after 
4<  Peter,”  which  he  wrote  to  confute  the 
**  falfhood  fpecified  therein.”  A  frag¬ 
ment  of  this  book  has  been  preferved  by 
Eufebius  ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  it  to 
our  prefent  purpofe.  In  his  “  epiftle  to 
Caricus  and  Ponticus,”  the  defign  of 
which  was  to  confute  the  Phrygian  he- 
refy,  he  has  thefe  words,  as  quoted  by  Eu¬ 
febius,  •f'  “  And  that  ye  may  know  alfo, 

“  that  the  operation  of  this  deceitful 
“  doctrine,  called  the  “  new  prophefy,” 

“  is  condemned  as  execrable  of  all  the 
“  churches  in  Christendom,  I  have  fent 
<s  unto  you^the  learned  writings  of  Clau- 
“  dius  Apollinaris,  that  holy  Bifhop  of 
“  Hierapolis  in  Afia.”  Eufebius  adds, 

“  In  * 

•» 

H.  E.  Lib.  vi.  cap.  12.  f  H.  E,  Lib.  v.  cap.  18, 
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In  this  “  epiftle,”  of  Serapion,  there 
“  are  fubfcriptions'of  many  Bilhops,  of 
"  whom  one  fubfcribeth  thus,  “  I,  Au- 
“  relius  Cyrenius  Martyr,  wifh  you 
health.”  Another  thus  ;  Ailius  Pub¬ 
lius  Julius,  Bifhop  of  Debeltum,  a  city 
Thracia,  as  fure  as  the  Lord  Hveth 
“  in  heaven,  when  as  holy  Zotas,  of  An- 
chia, would  have  call  out  the  devil  which 
fpake  in  Prilcilla,  the  didembling  hy- 
4t  pocrites  would  not  permit  it.”  And 
“  many  other  Bifliops  gave  the  famecen- 
fuie,  and  fubfcribed  with  their  own 
“  hands  to  the  faid  epiftle.” 

’ 

.BOLYCRATES.  In  his  “  epiftle  to 
Viaor,  and  the  church  of  Rome,”  he  fays, 
with  reference  to  the  day  on  which  eafter 
ought  to  beobferved,  as  his  words  are  re¬ 
corded  by  Eufebius,  *  “  Philip,  one  of 
“  the  twelve  Apoftles  again,  John, 

“  who  lay  on  our  Lord’s  bread: ; — more¬ 
over,  Polycarpus  Bifhop  of  Smyrna 
“  Thraceas,  an  Eumenian,  and  a  Biftiop,-— 

“  what  {hall  I  fpeak  of  Sagaris,  both  a 
“  Bifhop  and  Martyr  ?  Alfo  of  blelTed 
“  Papirius,  and  Melito  an  Eunuch,  who 
“  was  guided  in  all  that  he  did  by  the 
,  Holy 

*  H.  E.  lib.  v.  cap.  24. 
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Holy  Ghoft  ? — All  ihefe  celebrated  the 
feaft  of  eailer,  according  to  the  got  pel, 
on  the  fourteenth  moon,  not  varying-* 
but  fteadily  obferving'  the  rule  of  faith. 
To  be  Hi  or  t,  and  I,  Polycrates,  the 
meaneft  of  you  all,  do  retain  the  tra¬ 
dition  of  my  fore  fathers,  Which  alfo  t 
have  imitated.  There  were  feven  Bi- 
fliops  before  me,  and  I  am  the  eighth* 
who  have  always  celebrated  the  feaft 
of  eailer  on  that  day  iti  which  the 
people  removed  the  leven  from  amongf 
them.  I  therefore,  my  brethren,  who' 
have  now  lived.threefcoreand  five  years 

m  ■'  ■  }  ^  v  f  J  9 

in  the  Lord,  have  conferred  with  the 
brethren  throughout  the  world,  and 
**  have  read,  aqd  again  read,  the  holy); 
“  fcripfures,  will  not  be  at  all  moved  at: 
fr  thofe  things  which  are  made  to  terri- 
"  fy  ns.— 1  could  mention  the  Bifhopsi 
**  who  were  prefenf,  whom  you  requeftecl 
*j  me  to  atfemble,  whom  alfo  I  have  af- 
{c  fembled  together,  vvhofe  names,  if  E 
r*  iliouid  write,  would  grow  unto  a  great 
“  number  :  they  have  vifited  me,  a  iim- 
**  pie  foul,  and  a  man  of  fmall  account*' 
*f  «l»d  have  contented  unto  this  epiftla. 
u  They  alio  know,  that  I  bear  not  thefe 

grey 
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13  grey  hairs  in  vain,but  have  always  had 
‘V.  fry  converiation  in  Chrift  Jefus.” 

v“'  •'  \  ~  * 

*  ,• 

r 

.•I  need  only  obferve,  with  reference  to‘ 
thefe  teftimonies,  that,  though  they  men¬ 
tion  Bifhops,  they  fay  nothing  of  their 
powers  as  an  ©Rder-  in  the  church  dis¬ 
tinct  from,  and  superior  to,  Prefby- 
ters.  And  as  to  Polycrates,  it  cannot  be 
validly  argued,  that  his  essential  pow¬ 
ers,  as  an  officer  in  the  kingdom  of  Chrift, 
were  fuch  as  could  not  be  juftly  exercifed 
by  Preffiyters,  becaufe  he  was  now  Bi- 
ffiop  of  Ephefus,  and  there  had  been 
"  feven  before  him.”  For  both  he,  and 
his  predeceffors  might  have  been  precifely 
the  fame  ecclefiaftical  officers  in  point  of 
order,  however  they  might,  in  fome  re- 
Ipe6fs,  differ  in  regard  of  degree.  This- 
point  has  been  largely  fpoken  to,  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  teftimonies  from  Irenams, 
upon  the  head  of  fucceffion  in  fingle  per- 
fdns  i  to  which  the  reader  is  referred  for 
fatisfa&ion,  if  he  needs  it. 
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CLEMENT  of  Alexandria. 


Jiis  character,  writings,  t ejl tmonies  frt in  trscm, 
with  obfervations  and  remarks > 


TITUS  Flavius  Clemens,  or  Cle¬ 
ment  of  Alexandria,  the  name 
by  which  he  is  more  commonly  difhn- 
o-uifbed,  was  probably  of  heathenuh  ex¬ 
tract  ;  and  fome  lay,  a  native  of  Athens. 
Epiphanius  tells  us,  “  he  was  called 
by  fome  Clement  of  Alexandria  ;  by 
others  Clement  of  Athens  ;  and  fup- 
pofes  from  hence,  that  Athens  was  the 
place  of  his  birth  ;  Alexandria,  of  his 
after  refidence,  and  conftant  employment. 
It  is  altogether  uncertain,  when  he  hilt 
profefled  himfelf  a  Chriftian,  and  by  what 
means  he  was  induced  to  do  fo.  Heflou- 
rifhed,  fays  Dr.  Lardener,  m  the  reign  o*. 
Severus,  and  his  fon  Antoninus  Cam¬ 
illa,  that  is,  between  192  and  217.  Du- 
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pin  fays,  he  reached  the  time  of  Ilejioea- 
pulus,  and  did  not  die  before  the  year  220. 

He  had  early  a  ftrongjthirft  after  know¬ 
ledge,  and  by'  diligent  ft  tidy,  under  the 
advantage  of  valuable  natural  endow¬ 
ments,  efpeciaiiy  a  moft  tenacious  me¬ 
mory,  and  the  beft .means  of  indoctrina¬ 
tion  the  world  was  favoured  with  in  that 
flay,. he  acquired  the  reputation  of  having 
^trained  to  an  extraordinary  height  in  all 
forts^of  learning.  He  was  a  ftudent  un- 
der  several  mailers.'  Ashe  himfelf  tells 
ps,  m  his  firft  book  of  ftromes,  he  had 
,  two  in  Greece,  the  one  a  Crelo-Syrian, 
the  other  an  Egyptian  ;  two  more  in  the 
eah,  one  an  Aflyrian,  the  6ther  or  palef- 
nne  :  and  that  at  laft  he  found  one  in 
E§ypb  who  was  rar  more  excellent  than 
ah  the  reft.”  This  was  Hantgenus,  of 
whom  he.  fpeaks  with  great  refpect,  and 
in  hisinftitutions  exprelsly  calls  “hismaf- 
ter.”  The  names  of  the  firft  four  are  not 
mentioned.  Baronius  thinks  the  Afly¬ 
rian  was  Bardefanes,  and  he  of  Paleftine 
Theophilus'  of  Gmfaria.  Valefius,  with 
greater  probability,  fuppofes  Tatian  to 
have  been  the  Aflyrian,  and  Theodotus 
theHehrew,  undqr  whole  name  tpere  is 
a'“  fragment”  of  the  “  inftitutions”  at  the 
fljd  of  the  works  of  Clement.  But 
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But  though  he  ftudied  under  thefe  fe¬ 
deral  matters,  hedid  not  implicitly  fwallow 
their  dictates,  but  chofe,  as  it  was  fit  he 
fhould  do,  to  judge  for  himfelf.  He  ac¬ 
cordingly  fays,  in  the  firft  book  of  his 
lfromata,  “  I  efpoufed  not  this,  or  that 
philofopby,  neit  her  the  ftoic,  nor  the  pla¬ 
tonic,  nor  the  epicurean,  nor  that  of  Arif- 
totle  ;  but  whatever  any  of  thefe  feCts  had 
faid  that  was  right  and  juft,  all  that,  being 
feledted,  I  call  philofophy.”  This  not- 
withftanding,  as  Dr.  Cave  obferves,  “  he 
came  neareft  to  the  ftoics,  as  appears 
from  his  difcourfing  by  way  of  paradoxes, 
and  his  affected  novelty  of  words,  two 
things  peculiar  to  the  men  of  that  way. 
And  I  doubt  not  but  he  was  peculiarly 
difpofed  towards  this  fed  by  the  inftruc- 
tions  of  his  mafter  Pantaenus,  fo  great 
and  profeffed  an  admirer  of  the  ftoical 
philofophy.”  This  Pantaenus  was  maf-. 
ter  of  the  fchool  or  academy  at  Alexan¬ 
dria,  for  the  inftruCtion  of  catechumens , 
that  is,  new  converts  from  heathenifm, 
or  the  children  of  believers  grown  up  to 
a  capacity  of  indoctrination,  efpecially 
fuch  of  them  as  were  intended  for  the 
fervice  of  the  church  of  Chrift.  The 
language  and  liberal  arts,  it  is  faid,  were 
taught  here,  as  well  as  the  grounds  and 

principles 
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principles  of  theChriltian  religion.  Han- 
mer  fays,  “Pantaenus  read  in  Alexandria 
divinity  and  philofophy,  from  whence  it 
is  thought  the  orders  of  inUituting  uni- 
verfities  firft  began  in  Chriftendom.” 
Clement,  it  is  probable,  taught  in  this  ca¬ 
techetical  fchool  with  Pantgsnus,  and  fup- 
plied  his  place  while  gone  to  preach  the 
gofpel  in  India.  It  is  certain,  he  fuc- 
ceeded  him  upon  his  death,  in  this  office  } 
and  he  continued  in  it  a  long  time,  to  the 
end  of  his  life ;  ever  conducting  with  ho¬ 
nour  lo  himfelf,  and  great  advantage  to 
thofe  who  attended  on  his  inftruCtions. 
Some  of  the  mod:  eminent  men,  in  that 
age,  were  educated  under  his  care  ;  fuch 
as  Origen,  Alexander,  afterwards  Bifhop 
of  Jerulalem,  and  many  others.  Not  a 
great  way  from  the  beginning  of  Severus’s 
reign,  he  fuftained  the  office  of  a  Prefby- 
ter  in  the  church  of  Alexandria,  beftdes 
this  of  a  catechift  there  ;  for  in  this  cha¬ 
racter  Eulebius  fpeaks  of  him  in  the  year 
195.  And  being  a  man  of  great  piety,  as 
well  as  learning,  and  eminently  zealous 
to  promote  the  honor  of  God,  and  the 
advancement  of  religion,  he  did  much 
fervice  by  his  preaching,  not  only  in 
Alexandria,  but  in  Jerufalem*  and  An¬ 
tioch#  to  which  places  he  occafionally 

%  went 
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went,  confirming  many  in  the  faith,  and 
recovering  others  who  had  been  feduced 
by  falfe  teachers.  Eufebius  *  brings  in 
Alexander,  at  that  time  Bifhop  of  Jeru- 
lalem,  thus  fpeaking  of  him,  in  his  epif- 
tle  to  the  church  at  Antioch,  “  This  let¬ 
ter]  fend  you  by  Clemen  t,the  bleffedPref- 
byter,  a  man  virtuous  and  approved, 
whom  ye  both  know,  and  fhall  more 
fully  know  ;  who,  coming  hither  by  the 
good  providence  of  God,  hath  eftablifhed, 
and  inereafed,  the  church  of  the  Lord.” 


He  was  greatly  ufeful  by  his  pen,  as 
well  as  catechetical  inftru£tions,and  pub¬ 
lic  preaching.  His  writings  are  nume¬ 
rous  ;  though  mod  of  them  are  loft.  A 
few  only  have  reached  the  prefent  day. 

His  loft  writings,  as  we  have  the  ac¬ 
count  of  them,  from  Eufebius,  Jerom, 
and  others,  are  thefe. 

Lost  writings. 

A  TRACT  concerning  et  eafter.”  A 
difcourfe  ?  concerning  «  fafting.”  Ano¬ 
ther,  of  “  flander.”  An  “  exhortation  to 
patience,”  defigned  for  the  ufe  of  fuch  as 

were 
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were  newly  baptifed.  An  “  ecclefiafticai 
canon,”  or  a  difeourfe  “  againft  jewdaif- 
ing.  A  difeourfe  “  of  the  refurredlion.” 
Another,  “  of  continence.”  Another, 
“  of  marriage.”  Thefe  three  he  himfeif 
mentions  in  his  ftromata  ,  and  particu¬ 
larly  /peaks  of  the  laft,  in  his  paedago- 
gus,  lib.  iii.  cap.  8.  where  he  gives  a  fum- 
mary  of  the  contents  of  it.  Trithemius  * 
fays,  he  wrote  “  many  epiftles.”  Eufe- 
bius  informs  us,  f  that  he  “  promifed  a 
commentary  upon  Genefis.”  Whether 
he  ever  wrote  it,  is  not  now  known.  Be¬ 
sides  all  thefe,  Eufebius  often  mentions, 
and  fometimes  quotes,  a  volume,  called 
“  hypotypofes,”  or  «  eight  books  of  in- 
ftitutions/’  In  this  work,  according  to 
Photius,  “  he  goes  over  the  main  body  of 
the  feriptures  in  a  brief  commentary,  or 
expolition ;  not  omitting  fome  books  that 
were  generally  rejeded  as  apocryphal.,” 
This  learned  critic  obferves  further,  in 
common  with  others,  that,  in  this  per¬ 
formance,  there  are  “fome  things  very  er- 
ronious  and  fabulous.  Du-pin  fuppofes 
this  work  muft.  needs  have  been  compofed 
by  St.  Clement  before  he  was  thoroughly 
inftruSed  in  the  Chriftian  religion,  and 
had  quitted  the  opinions  of  Plato  ;  or 
'  while- 

?  De  Scriptoribus,  f  H.  E,  Lib^  vit  cap.  *3. 
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while  he  was  half  a  Platooift*  and  half  a 
Chriftian.  Dr.  Cave  rather  falls  in  with 
the  opinion  of  Photius,  which  waSj  “  that 
“  probably  thefe  things  were  inferted 
“  by  another  hand  j  as  Ruffinus  ex- 
(t  preffiy  allures  us,  that  herefieshad  cor- 
**  rupted  Clement  his  writings.  Certain- 
*£  ly,  fays  he,  had  thefe  books  been  infected 
“  with  thele  prophane  and  poifonous  dog- 
**  mata  inEufebius’s  time,  he  would  have 
**  given  us,atleaft,forneobfcur6intimations 
51  of  it.  And  conliderable  it  is,  that  thefe 
w  things  are  not  countenanced  by  his 
**  other  books  ;  nay,  many  of  them  are 
**  plainly  contradicted  by  them.’' 

Spurious; 

Dr.  Cave  mentions  the  following 
pieces  as  attributed  to  this  Clement,  but 
calls  them  fuppofititious.  “  Short  com¬ 
mentaries  on  the  firft  canonical  epiltle  of 
Peter,  the  epiftle  of  Jude,  and  the  three 
epihles  of  John  the  Apoftle.” 

Extant  genuine  writings. 

THE  remaining,  and  commonly  re«* 
ceived,  works  of  Clement*  befides  a  fmalf 
Waet,  morb  lately  publilhed*  entitled, 

L  1 1  ««  what 
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“  what  rich  man  fhall  be  faved  ?”  arc 
theie  three.  His  “  exhortation  to  the 
Gentries,  in  one  book.  His  “  peda¬ 
gogue,  oi'  fchool-mafter,  ih  three  books. 
His  “  ftromes,”  in  eight  books  j  fo  called, 
becaufe  they  contain  a  collection  of  mat¬ 
ter,  fo  put  together  as  to  make  a  variety 
not  unlike  that  inTurkey-worked-carpets. 
The  word,  flromaties,  fays  Eralmus,  is 
taken  from  pi&ured  carpets,  or  tapeftry.” 
It  is  ufed  here,  fays  Du-pin,  “  for  that 
mixture  we  fee  in  tapeftry,  and  imports  as 
much  as  mifcellaneous  commentaries,  or 
tlifcoui  fes.  Clement  himfelf  gives  us 
this  idea'of  his  work  of  ftromes.  “  Thefe 
books,  fays  he,  are  ftored  with  varieties, 
as  their  name  imports.  We  pafs  on 
continually  from  one  thing  to  another.” 
He  alfo  calls  them,  “  a  variegated  con¬ 
texture  of  difcourfes  j”  which  he  com¬ 
pares  “  to  a  meadow,  a  traft  of  land,  or 
a  garden,  wherein  one  may  find  all  forts 
of  herbs,  flowers,  and  fruits,  of  which  we 
may  gather  as  we  pleafe.”  And  fuch, 
in  truth,  are  theie  books  called,  ftromata. 
They,  are  as  a  mixed  compofition,  and 
contain  as  great  a  variety  of  all  forts  of 
learning  as  could  well  be  put  together. 

In  his  “  exhortation  to  the  Gentiles,” 
he  ftrongly  reprefents,  and  largely  expofes, 

the 
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the  folly,  and  impiety, of  the  Pagan-idola¬ 
try  ;  and  then,  with  great  cogency,  urges 
to  the  profellion  of  Chriftianity,  and  the 
worlhip  of  the  one  only  living  and  true  God, 

In  his  “  paedagogue,”  he  tutors  and  in- 
ftrufls  the  newly  initiated  converts  to 
Chriftianity  ;  preferring  many  wifely 
adapted  rules  tq  promote  their  increafe  in 
grace,  until  they  attain  to  the  “  fullnefs 
of  the  ftature  qf  men  in  Chrift,” 

r  .  ♦»  * 

In  his  “  ftromata,”  he  adminifters 
e(  ftrong  meat”  to  them  who  are  of 
«  full  age,”  and  have  “  their  fenfes  exer- 
cifed  to  difeern  both  good  and  evil en¬ 
deavouring  to  lead  this  kind  of  perions 
into  a  more  clofe  and  intimate  acquaint¬ 
ance  with  the  myfteries  of  religion.  He 
tells  us  himfelf,  that  he  purpofely  wrote 
thefe  books,  fo  as  that  thefe  myfteries 
might  not  be  clearly  difcovered  to  thofe 
who  were  not  as  yet  initiated  ;  while 
others,  who  were,  might  underftand  them 
to  their  advantage.  “  Our  defign,  (fays 
he)  was,  (as  Du-pin  tranflates  him)  to 
conceal,  and,  if  I  may  fo  fay,  to  embroil 
things,  that  fo  none  but  the  intelligent, 
and  thofe  who  will  take  pains  to  inform 
thcmfelves.  mav  be  able  to  comprehend 

H, 
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•them.’’  In  agreement  with  this  account, 
it  is  the  truth  of  ract,  that  he  often  writes 
m  a  manner  fo  obfcure,  as  not  to  be  eafily 
underflood.  He  obferves  frequently  no 
order  in  thefe  books.  They  are  rather  a 
collection  of  incoherent  varieties,  than 
an  exa£l  methodical  compofure. 

'  f  .  1  f"'*  $  ■  "’ll  i>,  .-air  J*.  ,  r 

Perhaps*  no  ons  of  the  Fathers  hac 
been  more^  highly  celebrated  than  this 
Clement,  either  by  ancient,  or  more  mo¬ 
dern  writers.  Alexander,  BiPnop  ofje- 
rulalem,  and  contemporary  with  him  in 
his  -  epiftle  ,o  OriL,"  calls  hi™  , he 
-  Acred  Clement  and  fays,  “  he  was 
his  mafrer,  and  had  been  profitable  to 
him.  Eufer-ius,  in  his  cronicle,  makes 
mention  of  him  as  “  an  excellent  mailer 
of  the  Chrillian  philofophy,”  and  one 
.eminent  foi  his  writings.”  He  ellewhere 
more  tnan  once  calls  him  <c  the  admira¬ 
ble  Clement.”  jerom,in  his  catalogue  of. 
jlluflnous  men,  fays  of  his  works,  “  they 
are  full  of  erudition,  borrowed  from  the 
treafuresofthe  divine  feripture,  and  lecu- 
Jar  literature  and,  in  his  epiftle  to  Mag¬ 
nus,  declares  it  as  his  opinion,  that  “  Cle¬ 
ment  was  the  moft  learned  of  all  men.” 
And,  having  mentioned  the  chief  of  his 
works,  adds,  “  what  is  then?  in  them  un¬ 
learned  ? 
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learned  ?  What,  not  taken  out  of  the  very 
depths  of  philol’ophy  ?”  He  is  honored, 
by  more  modern  writers,  with  the  titles 
of  a  “  molt  excellent,  moll  learned,  moll 
eloquent  man  one  who  “  exceeded  all 
others  in  incredible  knowledge.”  The 
learned  Daille  fays  of  him,  “  What  can 
“  you  name  more  mixed,  and  fuller  of 
“ .  variety  than  his  llromata,  as  he  calls 
“  them,  and  his  other  works  ?  which  are 
“  throughout  interlaced  with  hillorical 
“  allufrons,  opinions,  fentences,  and  pro- 
“  verbs,  out  of  all  forts  of  writers,  both 
“  facred  and  prophane  ;  heightened  here 
“  with  rich  lightiome  colors,  then  lhaded 
“  with  darknefs,  in  fuch  fort  as  that  it  is 
“  a  vain  thing  for  an  ignorant  perfon  to 
“  hope  ever  to  reach  his  meaning.”  The 
greateft  encomium  of  him  we  meet  with 
in  Gentian  us  Heroetius,  *  who,  among 
others,  tranllated  his  works  into  Latin  $ 
but  this  is  too  long  to  be  inferted  here. 

THEhighell  drains  in  which  Clement 
has  been  commended,  are  not,  as  I  imagine, 
too  great.as  they  refpeft  his  learning.  This, 
as  Dr.  Lardner’s  exprellionis,  was  “  prodi- 
“gious.”  And  it  is  really  wonderful,  as  the 
invention  of  the  art  of  printing  is  much  be¬ 
low 

I 

*  Iii  epif.  ante  oper,  Clem. 
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low  his  day, and  it  was  therefore  in  his  power 
to  read  only  mannfcript  copies  of  the 
works  of  others,  how  he  could  find  ways 
to  come  at  the  fight  of  fuch  a  multitude 
of  them,  as  he  feems  to  have  been  perfect¬ 
ly  acquainted  with.  There  was  fcarce  a 
pagan  philofopher,  poet,  or  hiftorian, 
however  near  or  diftant  from  the  age  in 
which  he  lived,  but  he  made  himlelf 
niafter  of  their  works.  And  the  fame  may 
be  faid  of  all  Chriftian  writers,  whether 
they  were  orthodox  or  heretical  ;  whe¬ 
ther  they  flourifhed  in  the  apoftolic,  or 
fucceeding  age,  or  about  the  time  in 
which  he  lived.  Confidering  his  confiant 
employment  as  a  catechetical  inftruCtor, 
and  his  attending  together  herewith,  for 
fome  years,  the  work  of  a  Prelbyter  of  the 
church  at  Alexandria,  it  is  amazing  to 
think,  after  he  had  procured  fuch  an  im~ 

menfe  variety  of  manufcripts,how  he  could 

find  time  to  read  them  ;  much  more, 
how  he  could  write  fuch  a  number  of 
books,  in  which  he  copld  make  fo  eafy 
and  ready  a  ufe  of  them  1  He  rauft  have 
been  a  miracle  of  diligence,  not  loofing 
one  inch  of  his  time.  But  though  I  am 
aflonifhed  at  his  learning,  I  cannot  think 
he  was  eminently  great  in  regard  of  judg¬ 
ment.  It  will  not  be  difowned,  by  any 

\vho 
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who  have  read  his  works,  that  his  reafon- 
ing  too  often  will  not  bear  examination  ; 
which  cannot  eafily  be  accounted  for,  if 
he  had  been  as  judicious  as  he  was  learned. 
And  if  I  fhould  add, that  his  religious  fen- 
timents,  in  fome  points,  were  not  agreea¬ 
ble  to  truth,  it  would  not  be  difputed.-- 
But  his  abundant  labors,  in  the  caufe  of 
God,  while  living,  and  the  ufefulnefs  of  his 
writings,  in  many  refpe&s,  fince  his  death, 
are  more  than  enough  to  weigh  down  the 
miftakes  that  may  have  dropped  from 
his  pen.  > 

Te  stimonies  from  Clement  of  Alex-* 

andria.  '  ; 

Pm  dog,  lib.  i.  p.  120.  edit.  pott.  We 
have  here  the  following  incidental  paf- 
fage,  “  If  we,  who  have  rule  [ proegou - 
menoi  ton  ekklejion]  over  the  churches 
are  Shepherds,  or  Paftors  [foments]  after 
the  image  of  the  good  Shepherd.” — 

lb.  lib.  in.  p.  291.  In  proof  the  impiety 
of  women’s  wearing  foreign  hair,  a- 
mong  other  arguments,  he  ufes  this,  “  On 
whom  or  what  [tun]  will  the  Prefbyter 
[Prejbuteros]  impofe  his  hand  ?  To  whom, 
or  what,  will  he  give  his  bleffing  ?  not 

to 
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to  the  woman,  who  is  adorned,  but  to 
flrange  locks  of  hair,  and  through  them 
to  another’s  head.” 

Ib.  lib.  ib.  p.  309.  Having  mentioned 
a  variety  of  fcripture  precepts,  well  adapt¬ 
ed  to  discountenance  iniquity,  he  goes  on, 
and  fays,  “  Very  many  other  commands’ 
appertaining  to  feled  perfons,  are  written 
in  the  facrcd  books,  foinc  to  Prefbyters 
eJbuterois{\  fome  to  Bilhops  \JtLpijkopois  j] 
fome  to  Deacons  [ Diakoncis  j]  and  fome 
to  widows-” 

* 

Strom,  lib.  iii.  p.  54 6.  In  difcourSing 
upon  thedodlrine  of  continence  and  mar¬ 
riage,  he  occasionally  brings  in  thefe 
words,  “  Again,  fays  he,  [the  A  pottle 
Paul]  thofe  are  to  be  appointed  Bi Shops 
[Epijkopdus  dei  kathiftajihai, ]  who,  from; 
ruling  their  own  houle,  are  exercifed  to 
t  he  k  n  o  wl  edge  of  r  u  li  ng  t  h  e  w  h  ole  church.’" 

Ib.  lib.  ib.  p.  552.  Having  cited  that 
apoftolic  direction,  1.  Tim.  v.  14,  1 3,  “  I 
will  that  the  younger  women  marry,  bear 
children,  guide  the  houfe,  give  none  oc- 
cafion  to  theadverfary  to  Speak  reproach¬ 
fully,”  he  adds,  M  but  he  muft  be  the 
huSband  of  one  wife  only,  whether  he  be 

a, 
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4  Prefbyter  [Prefbyteros,']  or  Deacon  [Dza- 
konof]  or  Layman,  if  he  would  ufe  iriatri- 
mony  with6ut  repreheniion. 9 


In',  lib.  ib.  p.  ,§6i.  Having  mentioned 
a  number  of  paffageS,  in  one  or  another  of 
Paul’s  epiftles,  in  vindication  of  marriage^ 
he  goes  on,  “  What  can  they  fay  to  thefe 
things,  who  inveigh  again  ft  marriage  ?” 
and  adds  this  con fideration  further,  “fince 
he  [this  fame  Apofile]  enjoins,  that  the 
B\^xo^\EpiJkopds\tobQ  fet  over  church 
j jes  ekklejias  aphegeifibai }  be  one  who  ruled 
his  own  houfe  well.” 


In.  lib.  vi.  p.  He  therefore  wHcr 

has  moderatedhis  affeCtions  in  the  firftplace. 


and  by  carefully  exercixinghimfelf  to  fubdue 
his  paffions,  hath  obtained  the  maftery 
of  them,  and  hath  grown  up  to  the  bene¬ 
ficence  of  Gnoftic  perfeclion,  advances 
indeed  from  thence  to  an  equal  rank  with 
the  Angels.  And  now  being  full  of 
light,  and  fhining  like  the  fun  in  aCts  of 
goodnefs, he  h aliens,  by  a  righteous  know¬ 
ledge,  through  the  love  of  God,  to  ther 
holy  manfion,  in  like  manner  as  theApof- 
tl'es  :  not  that  they  became  Apoftles  from 
any  excelling  peculiarity  of  their  nature, 
fince  Judas  was  chofen  with  them,  butf 

M  m  m 
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iuco  became  Apoffles,  being  chofen  by 
him  who  forefees  even  the  ends.  He  there¬ 
fore  who  was  not  elected  together  with 
them,  Matthias,  when  he  had  fhewed  him- 
felf  worthy  to  be  an  A  pc  file,  was  put  in  the 
place  of  Judas.  It  is  now  fherefore  al¬ 
lowable  for  thofe  alfo  who  have  exercifed 
themfelves  in  the  divine  commandments, 
and  have  perfectly  and  gnoftically  lived  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  gofpel,  to  be  afcribed  into 
the  number  of  the  Apoftles.  This  man 
is  m  reality  a  Prelbyter  £ Prejbyteros, J  and 
a  true  Deacon  \_Diakonos ]  of  the  purpofe 
of  God,  if  he  does,  and  teaches,  the  things 
of  the  Lord  :  not  ordained  of  men,  nor 
fcecaufe  a  Prelbyter  \_PreJbyteros\  there¬ 
fore  efteemed  a  righteous  man  ;  but  be- 
caufe  a  righteous  man, therefore  now  reck¬ 
oned  in  thePrefbytery  [en  Prefbyterio  kata - 
legomenos  .•]  and  though  here  upon  earth  he 
hath  not  been  honored  with  the  chief 
feat  £ protdkathedria ,]  yet  he  fhall  fetdown 
among  the  four  and  twenty  thrones,  judg¬ 
ing  the  people,  as  John  fays  in  the  Reve¬ 
lation.  For  the  fcheme  of  falvation  is, 
in  reality,  one,  reaching  from  the  begin- 
ing  of  the  world  down  to  us,  though 
fuppofed  to  be  different  in  its  beftowment, 
according  to  different  generations  and 
times.  For  it  is  fit  and  congruous,  that 

.  there 
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there  fhould  be  one  immutable  be  flow- 
rnent  of  falvation,  by  one  God,  through 
one  Lord,  in  diverfe  manners  profitable  : 
on  account  whereof  the  middle-partition 
is  taken  away,  which  divided  the  Greek 
from  the  Jew,  that  they  might  be  a  pecu¬ 
liar  people,  and  fo  both  come  into  unity 
of  faith :  and  from  both  there  is  one  elec¬ 
tion  ;  and  of  the  chofen,  fome,  he  lays, 
are  more  chofen.  Thefe  are  the  twenty- 
four,  who  are  Judges  and  Rulers,  from 
among  the  Jews  and  Greeks  equally,  the 
grace  being  doubled,  who,  for  their  perfect 
knowledge,  have  been  plucked,  like  a  gar¬ 
land  of  fweet  flowers,  from  the  church it- 
felf,  and  honored  with  mod  diftinguifh- 
ed  glory.  Now  in  the  church  here, 
the  progrefflons  [prokopai,  proceffions, 
advancements,  ]  of  Bilhops,  Prefbyters, 
Deacons,  [  epijkopon,  Prejbyteron,  D>a- 
konon\  I  take  to  be  imitations  of  the  evan¬ 
gelical  glory,  and  of  that  difpenfation, 
which,  the  fcriptures  tell  us,  they  look 
for,  who,  following  the  fteps  oftheApof- 
tles,  have  lived  according  to  the  gofpel  in 
the  perfection  of  righteoufnefs.  Thefe 
men,  the  Apoftle  writes,  being  taken  up 
into  the  clouds,  lhall  firfl:  minifter  as 
Deacons  [ Diakonefcind\  then  be  admitted 

to  a  rank  in  the  Prelbyterv  [to  Prejbyterio] 

*  •  ■ ** 
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according  to  the  progreftion  in  gJory, 
(for  one  glory  difre;eth  from  another)  un- 

$il  they  grow  up  to  a  perfect  man." 

*  '  ,  '  *■  * 


Tm 
a  N 


.  bb,  vii.  p.  830.  “  Of  that  fervice  of 
f5od  about  which  men  are  conyeriant, 
one  is  [beltiotike]  that  which  makes  them 
better  ;  the  other  [uperetikf\  that  which 
is  minifterial.  Meditine  make  the  body 
\belt16tikih ]  better  j  philofophy  the  foul  : 
but  the  fervice  which  is  due  to  parents 
from  their  children,  and  to  Rulers  from 
thofe  who  are  fubieif  to  them,  is  [ up  ere ~ 
tu;e\  minifterial.  In  like  manner,  in  the 
church, the Prefbyters  \  oiPre/byteroi\  main •- 
tain  [ten  beltwfikin  eikona]  the  form  of  that 
kind  which  makes  men  better  ;  and  the 
Deacons,  [ ten  beltiotiken ,  ot chakonot\  that 
wmch  is  minifterial.  In  both  these 
ministries,  the  Angels,  lerve  Ood  in 
the  difpenfation  of  earthly  things.”— 


In  lib.  “quis  dives  falvanduslit”?  p.  959. 
*e  Hear  a  fable,  and  yet  not  a  fable,  but 
a  true  ftory,  reported  of  John  the  Apof-‘ 
tle,  delivered  to  us,  and  kept  in  memory. 
After  the  death  of  the  tyrant,  when  lie 
(John)  had  returned  to  Ephefus,  out  of 
the  ifle  of  Patmos,  being  defired,  he  went 
|p  the  neighbouring  nations,  where  he 

appoint 
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appointed  Bilhops  [ epifkopois  katajiefon ,] 
where  he  fet  in  order  whole  cities,  and 
where  he  chofe  by  lot,  unto  the  ecclefi- 
aftical  function,  of  thofe  who  had  beet^ 
pointed  out  by  the  fpirit  as  by  name. 
When  he  was  come  to  a  certain  city,  not 
far  diftant,  the  name  of  which  fome  men- 
tion.and,  among  other  things,had  refrefhed 
the  brethren  j  beholding  a  young  man  of 
a  portly  body,  a  gracious  countenance, 
and  fervent  mind,  he  looked  upon  the 
Bifhop  who  was  fet  over  all  \epi  paji  to 
kathefioti  epijkopc,'}  and  faid,  I  commit  this 
young  man  to  thy  cuftody,with  thedeep- 
efl:  intention  of  mind,  in  prefence  of  the 
church,  and  Chrift  bearing  me  witnefs. 
When  he  had  received  the  charge,  and 
promifedthe  performance  of  all  things  re¬ 
lative  to’  it,  John  again  urged,  and  made 
protection  of  the  fame  thing.  He  af¬ 
terwards  returned  to  Ephefus.  And  the 
Prefbyter  [  0  de  Prejbuteros\  taking  the 
young  man,brought  him  to  his  own  houfe, 
nourifhed,  comforted,  and  cherilhedhim* 
and  at  length  baptifed  him.”— As  this  ro¬ 
mance^  (for  fo  I  take  the  whole  tlory  to  be) 

goes 

*  If  Clement  had  either  fupprefsed  this  fiory,  or  related  it  as 
a  fabulous  one,  not  worthy  of  credit,  he  would,  perhaps, 
hayp  difcovered  more  judgment.  This,  I  am  apt  to  think, 
will  be  the  opinion  01  thofe,  who  may  be  at  the  pain§  to 

read 
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goes  on,  the  young  man  proved  very  dif- 
iolute.  Upon  which  the  Bifhop  is  re- 
prefented  as  fending  for  the  Apoftle  John, 
Who,  when  he  was  come,  faid  to  him’ 
O  Bifhop  !  reftore  to  us  the  charge, 
which  I,  and  thy  Savior,  committed  to 
thee,  the  church  qver  which  thou  art 

let  bearing  witnefs. - Then  the  old 

man  [a  Prejbytes]  groaning  deeply,  and 
with  tears  in  his  eyes,  faid,  he  is  dead;”  that 
is,  to  God,”  as  it  is  afterwards  explained. 

Remarks  and  Observations  on  the 
foregoing  testimonies. 

IT  is  obvious,  upon  the  flighted:  view 
of  the  above  offered  teftimonies,  that  Cle¬ 
ment,  no  more  than  the  writers  before 
him,  can,  with  the  leaf!  fhadow  of  rca- 
fon,  be  produced  as  witneffing  to  the 
vt*  5  ,  t  are  the  grand  fubjedl  under 
confideration.  He  fays  not  a  word,  from 
whence  it  can  be  fo  much  as  collected  by 
remote  confequence,  that  he  thought  Bi- 
fhops  had  an  exclusive  right  to  con¬ 
fer 

read  it  over.  Eufebius,  it  is  true,  has  given  the  whole  of 
it  a  place  in  his  “  ecclejiaftical  hiftory  and  inferts  it  as 
a  true  report.  But  this  is  no  infallible  argument  that  it  is 
fo.  For  there  are,  in  this  work  of  his,  many  inftances, 
belides  this,  wherein  he  difcovers  a  mind  too  fond  of 
ftxange  ftories. 


\ 
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»  \ 
fer  holy  orders  ;  nor  has  he  anywhere 

hinted,  that  it  was  ever  the  prac¬ 
tice,  in  his  day,  or  at  any  other  time,  for 
Bifhops,  as  a  distinct  order  of  gofpel 
officers,to  perform  the  work  of  ordina¬ 
tion.  The  fame  may  be  faid  of  their  ex- 
clulive  right  to  govern  the  church. 
It  is  obfervable,  in  pasdag.  p.  120,  though 
a  Presbyter  of  the  church  of  Alexan¬ 
dria,  he  includes  himfelf  in  the  number 
of  thofe  proegoumenoi, or  chief  leaders,  who 
are  efteemed  Shepherds.  “  We,  fays  he, 
who  have  rule  in  the  churches,  ton  ekkle- 
Jion  proegoumenoi .”  And  as  to  confir¬ 
mation,  heno  where  mentions  it,  unlefs 
“  the  impofition  of  the  hand,”psedog.  p. 
291,  may  be  luppofed  to  refer  to  this  cuf- 
tom.  If  this  fliould  be  the  truth,  it  is  the 
firft  hint  we  have,  in  all  primitive  an¬ 
tiquity,  of  fuch  a  pra&ice  in  the  church. 
But  then,  it  deferves  particular  notice, 
this  teftimony  can  be  of  no  fervice  to  the 
epifcopal  claim  j  for,  not  the  Bilhop,  but 
the  Presbyter,  is  reprefented  as  “  lay¬ 
ing  on  his  hand.”  Jt  could  not  therefore 
be,  according  to  Clement,  the  appropriate 
work  of  a  Bilhop,  a  peculium  of  his  of¬ 
fice  as  fuch. 

It  is  acknowledged,  Clement  once  ufes 
that  mode  of  diction,  “  Bifhops,  Prefby  ters, 

.  . .  Deacons  " 
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Deacons  j”  and  once  more  thus  varied 
<e  Prefbyters,  Bifhops,  Deacons  and  he 
is  the  fit  ft  writer,-  Ignatius  only  excepted, 
if  he  is  fuppofed  to  be  the  writer  of  the 
epiftles  aferihed  to  him,  that  ever  ufed 
this  manner  of  fpeaking.  But  his  thus 
writing  is  an  infufficient  ground  on  which 
to  reprefent  him  asawitnefs,  that  Bifhops 
were,  in  his  day,  an  order  of  officers  in 
the  church  oiftindt  from,  and  fuperior  to, 
that  of  Prefbyters.  The  term,  Bifhop, 
may  properly  be  ufed  as  a  diftinguifhing 
name,  though  it  fhouM  import  no  eflen- 
»  tial  fuperiority  of  office  between  him  and 
a  Prefbyter.  Arch-Bifhop  is  an  appella¬ 
tion  that  diftinguifhes  theperfonto  whom 
it  is  applied  from  one  that  is  aBifhoponly, 
and  is  ever  ufed  to  this  purpofc;  and  yet, 
Arch-Bifhop  and  Bifhop  are  one  and  the 
fame  order  of  officers  in  the  church,  Epis¬ 
copalians  themfelves  being  judges.  So  the 
name.  Rector,  points  out  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  perfons  called  by  this  name, 
and  tbofe  that  are  called  Curates  ;  and 
yet,  they  both  partake  of  the  fame  effen- 
tial  powers  of  preaching,  baptifihg,  and 
adminiftring  the  Lord’s  flipper.  It  might, 
about  this  time,  begin  to  be  a  cuftom,  not 
to  have  a  Praefes,  or  Head-Prefbyter  in 
the  church,  but  to  diftinguifh  him  by 

appropriating 
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appropriating  to  him  the  name  of  Bilhop; 
And  this  might  be  the  only  reafon  of 
Clement’s  fpeaking  in  that  mode,  “  Bi¬ 
lhops,  Prelbyters,  Deacons.”  Moft  cer¬ 
tainly,  it  could  not  be,  becaufe  he  thought 
there  were  three  diftindt  orders  in  the 
church*  and  that  Bilhops  were*  as  Chrift’s 
officers,  veiled  with  eflential  powers  fu- 
perior  to  Prelbyters,  as  Prelbyters  are  with 
powers  effentially  fuperior  to  Deacons  s 
and  for  the  following  confederations. 

I.  In  psedag.  lib.  iii.  p.  309*  his  enu¬ 
meration  runs  thus*  “  Prelbyters, Bilhops* 
Deacons  *”  which  cannot  eafily  be  ac¬ 
counted  for*  if  he  had  fuppofed  Bilhops 
to  haVe  been  an  order  in  the  church  fuperi¬ 
or  to  that  of  Prelbyters*  as  Prelbyters  are  to 
that  of  Deacons.  He  no  where, in  fpeaking 
of  Prelbyters  and  Deacons*  places  Dea¬ 
cons  before  Prelbyters  ;  but*  as  Prelbyters 
are  a  fuperior  order  of  officers*  he  always 
mentions  them  firft.  And  there  is  no 
imaginable  reafon  to  think,  but  he  would 
have  done  the  fame  by  Bilhops,  if,  in  his 
apprehenfton,  they  had  been  officers  iii 
the  church  fuperior  in  their  order  to  Pref- 
byters.  It  is  worthy  of  obfervation,Ignati— 
usdoes  not  give  us  the  enumeration  in  this 
form*  but  places  Bilhops  before  Prelbyters^ 
t  •  N  n  ix  And 
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And  it  is  queftionable,  whether  an  inftance 
can  be  produced,  after  Bilhops  were  look¬ 
ed  upon  as  officers  in  the  church  of  a  fu- 
penor  order  to  Preffiyters,  horn  any  wri- 
.  ter,  who  favored  this  opinion,  wherein 
he  places  Preffiyters  before  Bifhops  in 
an  enumeration  of  church  officeis.  But 

this  I  barely  mention  as  not  unworthy  of 
notice.  J 

II.  It  is  a  conftderation  of  more  weight 
tnat  in  his  book  “ quis  dives  falvandus  fit  ?” 
the  church  officer  he  fpeaks  of  under  the 
name  of  Bishop,  he  like  wife  calls  Pres- 
byter  His  words  are,  “  He  [the  Apof- 
tle  John]  looked  upon  the  Bishop,  who 
had  been  fet  over  the  whole  church,  and 
laid, ^  I  commit  this  young  man  to  thy 
care.  It  follows  a  few  lines  after,  “  and 
the  Presbyter,  [o  Prejbyter  ]  taking 

the  young  Man,  brought  him  home.” _ 

It  is  not  in  any  degree  probable,  if,  by  the 
tvord.  Bi/hop,  Clement  meant  an  officer 
m  the  church  of  a  fuperior  order  to  that 
of  Preffiyters,  he  would  have  indifferently 
ufed  the  terms,  Bifhop  and  Preffiyter,  to 
point  him  out.  Had  the  word,  Bifhop, 
been  with  him  the  known  certainly  ap¬ 
propriated  term  to  diffinguiffi  the  firfl 
higheft  of  three  orders  of  officers  in  the 
t*  _  church| 
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church,  there  would  be  an  impropriety, 
not  to  (ay  abfurdity,  in.  his  calling  that  of¬ 
ficer  a  Presbyter,  whowasaBilhop:  nor 
ought  it  to  be  fuppofed,  that  he  would 
have  been  guilty  of  fo  grofs  a  reflection 
on  the  Bifliop  of  a  church. 

»  * 

It  is  laid,  in  anfwer,  this  Bifliop,  who  is 
pointed  out  by  the  term  Prefbyter  [Pref¬ 
byter  os, ]  in  the  above  cited  place,  is  after¬ 
wards, in  this  very  ftory,  fpokenof  in  that 
ftile,  0  Prejbytes,  “  the  old  man.”  Upon 
which  the  plea  is,  that  he  might  be  called 
Prejbyteros,  not  on  account  of  his  being  a 
Prefbyter,  but  an  elderly  perfon.  It  is 
confefled  the  word,  Prejbyteros ,  is  fome- 
times  to  be  underftood  as  meaning  nothing 
more  than  an  aged  man  ;  but  this  mean¬ 
ing  can  be  given  to  it,  only  when  the  con¬ 
nection  of  the  difcourfe,  where  it  is  ufed, 
makes  it  neceflary  :  otherwife,  it  is,  with 
all  the  Fathers,  an  appropriated  term,  and 
not  ufed  by  any  of  them,  either  before,  or 
after,  Clement,  but  to  denote  an  officer  in 
the  church  of  Qhrift.  And,  what  may  be 
worthy  of  fpecial  notice,  it  is  never  ufed 
by  Clement,  relative  to  an  officer  of  the 
church,  to  fignify  meerly,  or  only,  his  being 
“  a  man  in  years.”  Why  then  fhould  he 
be  thought  to  ufe  it  in  this  fenfe,  in  the 

paflage 
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paflage  under  confideration  ?  And,  had  he 
intended  to  convey  the  idea  of  nothin^ 
more  than  “  an  old  man,”  why  did  he  not 
u.e  the  word  Pr^fbytSs?  He  might,  with 
equal  eafe,  and  more  propriety,  have  ufed 
this  word,  in  both  paffages  that  have  been 
brought  to  view;  and  his  notdoingit,  plain¬ 
ly  indicates,  that  he  intended,  in  the  firft  of 
them,  to  lead  us  into  the  thought,  that,  by 
Pre/byteros,  he  meant  the  fame  officer  in  the 
church,  he  had  juft  before  called  Bifnon 
Ppijkoposi  and  in  the  fecond,  to  fignify 
that  he  was  an  ‘‘  elderly  perfon.”  And 
there  might  be  a  fpecial  propriety  in  his 
fpeaking  of  him,  in  this  fecond  paffage 
?3S  an  “  elderly  perfon  as  this  would 
aggravate  his  fault  in  not  taking  better 
care  of  the  young  man  that  had  been 
depofited  with  him  as  his  charge.” 

It  will  add  weight  to  what  has  been 
offered,  in  defence  of  Clement’s  promii- 
cuoufly  ufing  the  words,  Bifhop  and 
Piefbyter,  in  that  part  of  his  ftory  re¬ 
lating  to  the  Apoftle  John,  we  have  been 
confidering,  if  we  compare  his  ufe  of  the 
words  here, with  the  ufe  of  them  in  ftrom. 
lib,  iii.  p.  556,  and  ftrom.  ib.  p.  552.  In 
the  former  of  thefe  pages  he  fays,  “  thofe 
ought  to  be  appointed  Bishops,  who,from 

ruling 
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ruling  their  own  houfe,  have  been  exer- 
cifed  to  rule  the  whole  church.”  In  the 
latter  of  them,  his  words  are  thefe,  “  He 
muff  be  the  hufband  of  one  wife  only, 
whether  he  be  a  Presbyter,  or  Dea¬ 
con,  or  Laic,  if  he  would  ufe  marriage 
without  blame.”  Let  it  now  beobferved, 
thefe  directions,  reflecting  a  “  Bishop’s 
ruling  his  own  houfe,”  and  a  “  Presby¬ 
ter’s  having  but  one  wife,”  are  both  ta¬ 
ken,  or  rather  cited,  from  the  Apoftle 
Paul’s  firfl  epiftle  to  Timothy,  iiid  ch.  2d 
and  4th  v.  where  the  words  are  thefe,  “  A 
Bifhopmuft  be  the  hufband  of  one  wife,’”- 
and  “  one  that  ruleth  well  his  own  houfe.” 
N o  w,  that  very  officer  in  the  church,  which 
the  Apoftle  Paul  calls  a  Bishop,  is  called 
by  Clement,  in  one  of  the  above  paffages, 
a  Bishop  j  and,  in  the  other,  a  Pres¬ 
byter.  He  mu  ft  certainly  mean,  by 
Presbyter,  preeifely  the  fame  officer, 
both  he  himfelf,  and  the  Apoftle  Paul, 
meant  by  Bishop  :  or  there  would  be  no 
pertinency  in  his  application  of  thefe  texts. 
This,  I  fhould  think,  rauft  be  fufficient 
to  put  it  beyond  all  reafonable  difpute, 
that  the  word,  Prejbyteros,  in  Clement’s 
ftory  of  the  Apoftle  John,  is  ufed  in  its 
appropriated  fenfe,  tofignify  an  officer 
in  the  church  ;  and,  as  this  officer,  who 

„  is 
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is  called  a  Presbyter,  is  alfo  Called  a 
bishop,  the  words  muft  be  confidered  as 
promifcuoufly  ufed  to  mean  one  and  the 
lame  ecclefiaflical  officer:  fo  the  words 
ai  e  ufed,  in  the  places  we  have  compared 
with  this  j  and  no  better  reafon  can  be 
given  for  their  not  being  fo  ufed  here 
than  that  of  ferving  an  hypothecs. 

3.  It  is  of  Hill  more  important  con¬ 
sideration,  that  Clement,  in  ftrom.  vii. 
p.  830,  evidently  appears  to  have  had  no 
knowledge  of  more  than  two  orders  of 
officers  in  the  Chriftian  church,  that  of 
Pre/byters,  and  that  of  Deacons.  For, 
when  he  is  purpofely  fpeaking  of  the  fa- 
cred  ecclefiaflical  functions,  he  particu¬ 
larly  mentions  thefe  two,  and  no  more. 
One,  he  confiders  as  fuperior,  calling  it 
beltiotike,  becaufe  intended  and  adapted  to 
make  men  better  the  other  he  repre¬ 
sents  as  inferior,  calling  it  ubereiike,  be¬ 
came  defigned  for  a  lower  kind  of  mini¬ 
stry.  The  fuperior  office  he  appropriates 
to  Presbyters  ;  the  inferior  one  to 
Deacons  :  not  giving  the  leaft  hint  of 
any  other,  or  higher  office  in  the  chriflian 
church.  Can  this  be  accounted,'  for,  if 
he  knew  of  any  order  in  the  church 
higher  than  that,  in  which  Prefbyters  are 
:  -placed  ?  • 
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placed  ?  Surely,  if  Bifhops  were  officers 
in  the  church  of  a  fuperior  and  higher 
-  order  than  Prefbyters,  he  would  not  have 
paffied  over  t  his  order  of  men  i  n  total  filence, 
while  he  is  particular  in  taking  notice  of  the 
two  lower  orders,  that  of  Prefbyters, 
and  that  of  Deacons.  It  is  obfervable, 
he  thought  it  proper,  even  in  the  'very 
jpaffage  we  are  upon,  to  afcend  to  heaven 

incomtemplation,thathemightbringin  the 

Angels  of  God  as  employed  in  the  two 
kinds  of  miniftryhehad  been  treating  of  ; 
and  yet,  though  Bifhops  were,  in  his 
opinion,  (as  Epifcopalians  would  have  us 
believe)  the  mofl  exalted  order  of  church- 
officers  Chrift  had  upon  earth,  he  fays 
not  a  word  about  them,  or  any  fervice 
they  had  to  do  ;  while,  at  the  fame  time, 
he  takes  particular  notice  both  of  Pref- 
byters  and  Deacons,  fo  much  below  Bi¬ 
fhops  as  not  (comparatively)  to  deferve 
being  mentioned  at  all.  This  is  truly 
aflomihing  !  And  Clement  muff  be  voted 
inexcufable,  unlefs  we  fuppofe,  (what  I 
take  to  be  the  certain  truth)  that  with 
him,  Bifhops  andPrefbyters  were  one  and 
the  fame  order  of  men  in  the  church,  and 
might  properly  be  fpoken  of  under  the 
name,  either  ofBifhop,  orPrefbyter.  And 
in  this  view  of  the  matter,  there  is  a  con- 
*  fiftency 

'  *  \  '  v  ' 
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fiftency,  propriety,  and  cogency,  in  this 
dilcourfe  of  Clement  s  otherwife,  it  is,  to 

%  the  leaft,  ft  range  and  altogether  un¬ 
accountable. 

#  •  ,  ...  . 

IV.  In  the  laft  place,  it  is  further  evi¬ 
dent,  from  what  Clement  has  laid,  in 
ftrom.  vi.  p.  793,  that  he  had  no  notion 
of  more  than  two  orders  of  officers  in 
the  church  of  Chrift  j  or,  in  other  words, 
of  Bifhops  as  the  firft  and  moft  fuperior 
of  THREE  orders.  I  have  purpofely 
given  the  reader  the  whole  1  ^th  feClion 
of  this  6th  book,  that  he  might  be  able 
to  take  a  complete  view  of  what  he  has 
offered  upon  this  head.  And  if  he  is 
pleated  to  attend  to  what  is  contained  in 
this  fe£lion,he  will  find,  that  neitherApol- 
tles,  Prefbytets  Deacons,  or  Laymen,  are 
efteemed,  by  Clement,  excellent  here,  or 
mterefted  in  felicity  hereafter,  but  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  their  chriftian  knowledge,  wif- 
dom,  and  goodnefs that  is,  their  being 
more  or  lefs  perfedl  gnoftics.  In  illuft- 
ration  of  this,  he  fays,  “  he  is  in  reality  a 
“  Presbyter  in  the  church,  and  he  is 
a  true  Deacon,  who  does,  and  teaches, 
f<  the  things  of  theLord  : — not  account- 
“  ed  a  righteous  man,  becaufe  a  Prefby- 
“  ter ;  but  becaufe  a  righteous  man  there- 

•*  fore 
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“  fore  chofeti  into  the  Prefbytery  :  and 
“  though  he  be  not  honored  with  the 
“  first  si* at  *  on  earth,  yet  fhall  here- 
“  after  lit  down  pn  the  twenty-four 
“  thrones,  judging  the  people.”  It  is 
at  firft  fight  obvious,  that  Clement  here 
makes  mention  of  two  orders  only  in 
the  church,,  that  of  Presbyters,  and  that 
of  Df,  acons.  And  it  is  equally  evident, 
that  the  hi  ft  feat,  fie  fpeaks  of,  relates  to 
the  Presbytery,  and  is  the  place  of  one, 
who  is  a  conftituent  member,  in  common 
with  the  other  Prdhyters,  of  this  fenate,  or 
ecciehafhcal  body.  But,  what  does  he 
mean  by  this  firft  feat  ?  One,  not  biaffed 
•m  ins  mind,  would  eafily  and  naturally 

O  o  o  be 

v 

*  A  friend  of  mine,  well  {killed  in  the  Greek,  and  who  has 
particularly  acquainted  himfejf  with  the  writings  of  this 
Clement,  is  clearly  of  the  mind,  that  the  proto  Ha- 
t  hedri  a  ,  he  here  fpeaks  of,  does  not  mean  the  first 
chair,  seat,  or  place  in, the  Presbytery,  but 
hue  1  1  h.  s  r  session  in  the  church  hereon  earth,  as 
well  as  In  heaven.  He  had  been  faying,  in  the  imme¬ 
diately  proceeding  words,  a  man’s  '  being  “  truly 
righteous”  was  the  reafon,  in  God’s  account,  why  he  was 
chofen  into  the  Prefbytery”  ;  and  though  he  fhould  not 
be  h  onor  ed ,  here  on  earth ,  w  i  th  the  pro  r  oka  t  hedri  a, 
the  first  session.,  he  iteould  hereafter  fet  down 
on  the  twenty-four  thrones,”  the  highest  ad¬ 
vancement  of  the  Saints  in  glory.  He  is  ra¬ 
ther  more  explicit,  upon  this  head,  a  little  onwards,  in  this 
fame,  lection  ;  where,  fpeaking  of  the  progressions 
of  thofe  who  have  lived,  according  to  the  gofpel,  in  the 
perfection  of  righteoufaefe,  he  fays,  “  thefe  men,  being 

taken 
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be  led  to  under  (land,  by  it,  the  feat  of  the 
Head -Prelbv  ter,.  or  Pisefes  of  the  PrefFy- 
It  cannot  reafonably  bs  thought, 
Ui,at  Clement  meant  by  it  a  feat  that  waa 
proper,  not  to  a  eonftituent  member  of 
the  Pidbyterate,  but  to  an  officer  in  the 
cmmch  of  another  order,  diftinfil  from, 
and  fuperior  to,  that  of  Prefbyters.  This 
would  be  to  make  him  {peak  very  impro¬ 
perly.  tor  th t  fir jl  feat  in  a  Prefbytery 
obvioufly  and  certainly  imports  a  parity 
of  effential  powers  in  the  perfons  th^tcon- 
Ifitute  this  body  ;  though  one  of  them 
may,  in  fome  relpecfs,  for  prudential  rea- 
fons^  have  the  precedency,  or  fuperiority, 
lo  as  to  be  ieated  in  the  jirjl  chair. 

This 


taken  up  into  the  clouds,  IE  ail  first  nimbler  as  Dea- 
c o  n s,  t h  e  n  be  admitted  to  a  r  a n  k  in  the  Pr es- 
RYTlry  ;  which  means  the  fame  thing  with  what  he  had*, 
a  little  before,  fpoken  of  as  “  being  honored  with  the 
f Rot o  k  a t h  k dr  i  a ,  the  f  i  rst  or  high est  ses¬ 
sion  in  the  church,  in  the  future  Hate  of  glory. ”  I  fee 
not  but  this  criticifm  of  my  friend  is  juft":  it  certainly 
tails  in  with  the  method  of  reafoning,  Clement  has  gone 
into,  thioughout  this  whole  paragraph.  Piowever I  was 
not  willing  to  depart  from  that  fenfe  of  the  word,  in  which 
it  is  univerfally  taken  (fo  far  as  my  knowledge  extends)  by 
epilcopal  writers.  In  this  fenfe  I  have  confderod  it  ; 
and  offered  that  upon  it  which  is, as  I  imagine,  too  force- 
able  to  be  fet  alide.  The  argument  is  much  llrouger  upon 
the  interpretation  of  my  friend.  If  this  exhibits  the  truth, 
it  is  put  beyond  all  pofhble  difpute,  that  Clement  knew  o£ 
no  h i  g .‘iE k  order  in  the  church  than  that  ofPR esby- 
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This  will  appear  in  a  yet  fuller  light, 
if  we  examine  what  Clement  has  offered, 
m  this  fame  feoliou,  upon  the  piogieffi- 
ons  in  the  church  here,  and  in  glory  here¬ 
after.  “  Says  he,  “  Thefe  'progreffions 
“  in  the  church  here,  of  Bilhops,  Prd- 
«  byters.  Deacons,  I  take  to  be  imitations 
e‘  of  the  angelical  glory,  and  of  that  dif- 
“  penfation,  which  the  feriptures  tell  us, 
“  they  look  for,  who,  following  the  ffeps 
“  of  the  Apoftles,  have  lived,  accoiding 
“  to  the  gofpel,  in  the  perfection  of  righ- 
“  teoufnefs  :  thefe  men,  being  taken  up 
“  into  the  clouds,  fhall  fit'll:  minifter  as 
Deacons,  then  be  admitted  to  a  rank 
«  in  the  Prefbytery  according  to  the  pro- 
“  ceflion  of  glory,  (for  one  glory  differ- 
“  eth  from  another)  until  they  grow  up 
to  a  perfect  man.” 


This  paffavg^f  am  fenfible,  Epifcopa- 
lians  bring  as  fSTftrongefl  teftimony,from 
Clement,  in  favor  of  a  threefold  order  in 
the  church,  under  the  fpecified  names  of 
Bifliops,  Prefbyters,  and  Deacons.  But 
fuch  a  confirudlion  of  the  words  will  not 


at  all  confift,  either  with  the  pafiage  it- 
felf,  or  what  he  has  elfewhere  faid  upon 
this  fame  fubjeff.  For,  let  it  be  obferved. 


fy  -  \  •.  '  -  • 
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“  °(  'h'r!:  “  l,roSreS'ons,  as 

*h •  l  ni  or  lne  angelic  glory.”  Upon 

m .,°U  Ienr  K,n»’  ln  his  <s  enquiry 

-  to  ,1,0  coiuntution  of  the  primitive 

*  ,  lj/  1  °°>  flakes  the  following  re- 

•  t"S  r‘^°ru  f  the ^nion,  that  only! 
.  o  eccxcnauicai  orders,  viz.  Bifhops  and- 

.Deacons  or  Pre tbyte; s  and  Deacons,  are 
lced  by  Cement,  namely,  that  “  thefa 
oruers  are  here  relent  bled  by  the  angelic 

c  ei S*  IS low > rhe  Scripture  mentions  hut 

Z°  Zfh**  ,ViZvArch;Angels  and  Ansds> 

r.r  prefid  mg  over  the  An- 

geis,  and  the  Angels  obeying,  and  attend- 

0:1  nie  ArGh-r,r,ge]3.  According  to 
■  ms  lelemblance,  therefore,  there  mull  be 

out  two  ecciehaftical  orders  in  the  church, 
wh/ch  are  BlAlops  or  Prefhyters  prefidino- 
.and  governing,  with  the  Deacons  attend¬ 
ing  and  obeying.”  This;  pa  11  age  has  often 
been  quoted  .from  Sir  Peter,  as  carrying 
conviction  with  if.  But  it  does  not'1  ap¬ 
peal  to  me,  that  Clement  here  intended  to 
iiggeft,  that  there  were  no  more  than  two 
orders  of  Angels,  or  that  he  at  all  made 
uus  thought  the  ground  of  the  “  iijiita- 
tion  of  the  angelical  glory,”  he  fpeaks  of., 
you  will  then  afk,  what  does  he  ground* 
it  upon  ?  This  maybe  readily  known  by 
comparing  his  words  here,  with  what  he 

fays 
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fays  in  {from.  vii.  p.  830  :  where,  having 
treated  of  the  facred  functions  in  two 
ORDEitsonly  ;  the  one  fuperior,  which  he 
appropriates  to  Prefbyters  ;  the  other  in¬ 
ferior,  which  he  makes  proper  toDeacons, 
he  then  adds,  that  by  both  these  mi¬ 
nistries  the  Angels  ferve  God  in  the 
difpenfation  of  the  affairs  of  this  earth.” 
Having,  in  this  place,  fpoken  of  the  An¬ 
gels,  as  employed  in  two  kinds  of  mi- 
niftry/the  one  analogous  to  that  of  Pref¬ 
byters,  the  other  to  that  of  Deacons,  it 
fhouldfeem  obvious  and  natural,  when 
he  [peaks,  in  the  paffage  under  confidera- 
tion,  of  the  “  progreflions  in  the  church, 
as  imitations  of  the  angelical  glory,”  to  un- 
derftand  by  thefe  progreflions,  the  palling 
from  the  lower  miniflry  in  the  church, 
that  of  Deacons,  to  the  higheft  which  is 
a  rank  among  Prefbyters.  And  let  it  be 
remembered  here,  it  is  the  glory  of  theAn- 
gelsin  Heaven  to  ferve  God  in  miniftring 
to  our  earth;  and  their  progreflion  in  glo¬ 
ry,  fo  far  as  it  refpefls  their  miniftry  in 
the  two  kinds  particularly  [mentioned  by 
Clement,  will  be  higher  or  lower  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  higher  or  lower  nature  of  the 
two  ministries  in  which  they  ferve 
God  in  the  difpenfation  of  the  things  of 
this  earth.  And, in  this  view,  the  “pro- 

gremons 
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greffions  inthechurch”are“  imitations  of 
the  evangelical  glory.”  And  thus  it  is  ex¬ 
plained  even  by  Clement  himfelf.  For,  fays 
he,  thofe,  who  “  treading  in  the  heps  of  the 
Apoftles,  “  have  lived  in  evangelical  perfec¬ 
tion  of“righteoufnefs,  being  taken  up  into 
the  “clouds,  fhall  firft  minifteras  Deacons, 
“  then  be  admitted  to  a  rank  in  the Presby- 
“  tery,  according  to  the  proceffion  in 
“  glory.”  Obferve,  their  firfi  advance¬ 
ment  is  their  minijlring  as  Deacons  ;  their 
next  and  highejl  proceffion  is  their  being 
admitted  into  /^Presbyter  ate  :  though 
it  fhould  be  noticed  here,  there  is  a  pro- 
greffion  in  degree  even  in  thePrefbyterate. 
For  Clement,  in  this  very  fection,  has 
told  us  of  a  first  seat  in  the  Prefby- 
tery ;  which,  if  filled  with  a  Prtefes,  or 
Head-Prefbyter,  under  the  name  of  Bi- 
fliop,  will  exactly  anfwer  the  progreffions 
of  Bifhops,  Prefbyters,  Deacons  here  fpo- 
ken  of  :  nor  can  they  be  anfwered  any 
other  way,  in  confiftency  with  Clement's 
difcourfe  upon  this  fubjedl,  wherever  he 
treats  upon  it.  He  fpeaks  in  this  fe<5tion, 
and  very  particularly  in  ftrom.  vii.p.  830, 
of  the  two  different  orders  of  church-of¬ 
ficers,  that  of  prefbyters,  and  that  of  Dea¬ 
cons,  and  mentions  no  more.  Bifhops 
therefore,  with  him,  could  not  be  officers 

/  '  •  in 
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in  the  church  of  an  order  fuperior  to  that 
of  Presbyters  ;  though  they  might  be  of¬ 
ficers  having  a  precedency,  a  Superiority, 
in  degree  ;  as  the  Prsefes  of  a  Prefbyte- 
ry,  though  of  the  fame  order,  is  yet  in 
degree  above  the  reft.  And  Clement  has 
moft  obvioully  led  us  to  conceive  of  Bi- 
Shopsin  this  light,  that  is,  as  nothing  more 
than  the  firft,  the  chief,,  the  higheft,  in 
degree  among  the  members  that  consti¬ 
tute  what  he  calls  the  Prefbytery.  And, 
as  he  no  where  mentions  any  higher 
ecclefiaftical  Senate,  or  body  of  men,  or 
any  higher. order  of  officers  in  the  Chris¬ 
tian  church, we  are  unavoidably  conftrain- 

J 

ed  tounderftand,  by  his  Bifhop,  the  Prae- 
fes.  Chairman,  or  he  that  occupies  the 
firft  feat  in  the  Prefbytery. 

I  shall  only  add,  the  works  of  Cle¬ 
ment  we  have  extracted  from  are  the  laft 
extant,  within  the  Second  century  :  nor 
did  he  write  thefe,  until  nearly  the  end  of 
it.  Dodwell  Says,  between  the  beginning  of 
the  year  193,  and  the  end  of  the  year 
195.  Du-pin  places  this,  Clement  the 
firft  among  the  Fathers  of  the  third  cen¬ 
tury.  And  yet,  he  cannot  be  brought  as 
a  witness,  in  favor  of  the  grand  facts 
pleaded  for  by  Episcopalians.  Yea,  in 
-  .  the 
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the  times  after  him,  when  there  was  a 
chirm  ft  ion  in  faft  between  Bifhops  and 
Ptefbyters,  it  is  no  eaiy  matter  to  point 
out  precifely  wherein  it  confided.  It  js 
with  me,  pad  all  doubt,  that  the  idea  of 
a  Biihop,  as  diftinguilhed  from  a  Prefby- 
tei,  continually  varied  as  corruption  in- 

creafed,  until,  by  degrees,  there  was  pla¬ 
ced  over  the  church  an  universal  Bi¬ 
shop,  under  the  name  of  the  Pope  of 

Rome. - But  I  mult  not  go  beyond  the 

limes  to  which  this  work  is  confined. 

CONCLUSJO  N. 

I  HAVE  now,  at  the  expence  of  con- 
liderable  time  and  pains,  brought  toview, 
and  confidered,  according  to  the  plan  laid 
down  at  fird,  all  that  is  faid,  by  all  the 
genuine  writers,  until  towards  the  going 
out  of  thefecond  century,  (fo  far  as  their 
writings,  either  in  whole,  or  in  part,  have 
reached  us)  relative  to  Epijcopacy.  And, 
upon  a  review  of  what  has  been  offered, 

I  cannot  but  exprefs  my  furprife  at  the 
a  durance,  with  which  fome  prelatical 
authors  affirm  it  to  be  a  fact,  univer¬ 
sally  witneded  to,  even  from  the  ear- 
,  liest  ages,  that  Bifhops  were  officers 
in  the  church  of  an  order  didinft  from; 

’  •  •  and 


iv 


I 


I 


CLEMENT  of  Alexandria.  47  i 

and  fuperior  tOjPrefbyters,  in  whom  were 
lodged  i]ie  exclufive  powers  of  govern¬ 
ment,  and- ordination.  Says  one  of 
thefe  writers,  *  “  The  Chriftian  church,  » 
in  the  ages  next  fucceeding  the  Apoftles, 
afterts  with  one  univerfat  content,  the  uni- 
verfai  derivation  of  a  fuperior  order  ofec- 
clefiaftic  officers  from  the  Apoftles  to  pre- 
fide  over  the  church,”  And  again,  •f  “  If 
any  credit  may  be  given,  either  to  thofe 
writers  that  lived  in  the  apoftolic  age,  or 
thole  who  immediately  fucceeded  them, 
it  is  evident,  that  Epifcopady  is  nothing 
elfe  but  only  the  apoftolical  funeriority 
derived  from  the  hands  of  the  Apoftles, 
in  a  continued  fucceffion  frorh generation 
tp  generation.”  Says  another  of  thefe 
writers,  “  The  ftanding  maxim  of  the 
epifcopal  fcheme  [namely,  that  ordaining 
.  power  is  appropriated  to  Bifhops,  as  an 
order  in  the  church  fuperior  toPrefbyters] 
has  the  earlieft  records  of  the  church  to 
fupport  it ;  and  there  was  fcarce  any  ar-* 
tide  of  faith  more  firmly  believed.”  And 
again,  §  “  We  have  the  fame  evidence, 
that  Epifcopacy  (that  is,  Bilhops  as 

P  p  p  diftmft 

*  Dr.  Scoi’s  Chriftian  Life,  vol.  ii,  p.  406. 

fRjzu 

|  The  invalidity  of  the  difienting  Miniftry/*  in  anfvyer  to' 

?  feri^on  of  Mr,  Pierce’s,  p,  23, 

4  P-  3’ 
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oiftinct  from,  and  fupenorto,  Prcfbytcrs^ 
was  the  government  of  the  primitive 
church,  in  the  pure  ft  ages  of  Chrifti- 
anity,  that  we  have  for  the  canon  of 
scripture."  Another  author  ftill  has 
thele  word's,  ^ “  1  he  Apoftfes  leaving  the 
power  or  ordaining  Presbyters  in  the 
hand's  of  fixed  Bishops,  being  a  matter 
of  fad:  paiTed  many  years  ago-,  the  only  me¬ 
thod  by  which  we  can  corns' to  the  know¬ 
ledge  of  it  is,  the  teftimony  of  writers, who 
lived  in  the  apoftolical  and  following 
ages,"  And  this  teftimony  he  puts 
upon  the  fame  foot  with  that  we  haver 
for  the  (acred  feriptur  es. 

Can  it  bp  fuppofed,  that  thefe  writers 
had  acquainted  themfelves  with  the  records 
of  the  ages  that  next  fucceeded  the  Apof- 
ties  ?  Had  this,  heen  the  cafe,it  ftiouid  feenx 
impoilible,  however  biafted  in  their  minds,, 
that  they  could  have  delivered  their  fen- 
timents  in  language  fo  replete  with  pofi- 
tive  aflurance.  Surely,  they  would  not 
liave  put  the  teftimonies  in  favor  of  Epif- 
copacy,  upon  a.  par  with  the  teftimonies 
in  proof  of  the  authority  of  the ,  facred' 
books  of  feripture.  This  muft  have 
been  the  effed,  not  only  of  deeply  root¬ 
ed'  prejudice,  but  of  an  hearfay- 

J  u  Brief  defence  of  epifcopal.  ordination,"  p.  9*- 
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ledge  only  of  the  moft  ancient  and  truly 
primitive  writings.  It  cannot  eafily  be 
accounted  for  in  any  other  way. 

As  the  reade'-  has  had  laid  before  him 
a  full  view  of  what  is  laid,  upon  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  Epifcopacy,  from  the  firfl  hun¬ 
dred  and  ninety  years,  fo  far  as  it  can  oe 
collefted  from  the  extant  writings  of  the 
Fathers  within  this  period,  or  the  re¬ 
maining  fragments  of  their  writings,  he 
may,  from  ocular  infpedtion,  make  a  fa- 
tisfa&ory  judgment  in  relation  to  this 
Epifcopacy,  Only,  he  fhould  keep  in 
jjiind  the  grand  point  in  queftion, 
which  is,  what  is  the  truthof  fact,  in  the 
records  of  the  ages  next  to  the  Apoflles, 
with  refpeft  to  the  order,  and  office- 
tower,  of  Bifhops  ?  For  the  difpute  is 
not  about  the  name  of  Epifcopacy,  but 
the  thing  intended  by  it.  Prelatifts 
fay,  the  fact  univerfally  handed  down  is, 
that  Bifhops  are  an  order  of  officers  in 
the  church  diflindl  from,  and  luperior  to, 
Prefbyters ;  and  that  the  powers  of  go¬ 
vernment,  ORDINATION,  and  CONFIR¬ 
MATION,  are  appropriated  to  them  :  in- 
fomuch,  that  Prefbyters  no  more  exerci- 
fed  thefe  powers,  than  Deacons  baptifed, 
or  adminiftred  the  Lord’s  fupper.  Let  the 
reader  have  this  conftantly  in  his  view,  as 
it  may  reafonably  be  expelled  he  fhould. 
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while,  he  confiders  the  teftimonies  that 
have  been  produced  ,  and  I  may  venture 
*°  ?£  Wlth  '*>'  higheft  ailurance,  that  he 

.  ol  ne  n,°  d?"SeI  0f  CaIIinS  in  q-rf- 

'he  authoHty  of  the  new.Ieftam]enN 

Sf  7  'Tt  °*  teftimonies  in  their 
pehair,  though  he  fteuld  utterly  reieft: 

Episcopacy,  in  the  impleaded  fenfe,  as 
having  no  fupport,.  either  in  point  of 
Right,  or  practice,  from  any  thine  he 
P; ay  hav?  Jet  with  in  the  writers  within 
!f  !WG  ^  ^ges  of  thi  Chriftian  church, 
lie  is  accordingly  appealed  to,  and  let 

h,m  b.e  hldge  ;  taking  care  to  aft  his 
part,  m  this  cha  rafter,  upon  a  fair,  im¬ 
partial,  and  thorough  examination  of  the 
evidence  that  has  been  held  out  to  .his  view. 

FINfS; 


Tito  Reader  is  domed  to  corredt  the  following  Errata. 

,  Ptf  2XTl  fubmtUte  !  P'  9«.l-  9,  n  from ;  p. 

r  qoTiop;  f*  r-  ^utP±V; 

l  If’  ■  t  ,  Flcad  n  fJT  ’  P-  '44,  r.  EPINOMEKN 

!4’  f  b?ntg  dele  as ;  p.  245,1.  14,  rfepife/j'  p.256  ft,’ 

P  TiriWili’  1  ft-  a1eptS ;  f  33^  1  Nr*  r.  change  ; 
f  A.toivr,  lcngIa®,<5*1  1  p-  369,  1.  J.  r.  elegance  ;  1 

r  Aut°lycuS  1  p.  381,  1.  21,  r.  him  ;  p.  ,8,  1„  r  ’^A;’ 

?*  '  F,  39°, 1.  24,  r.Epiphanius;P.  302,  L  <Cr.  modeiilv  p! 
?">'•  4-  m-rf.  r-  ecciehis,  and  in  Lft  1.  r.  Masifoerii  -d 

rf  ^fc,n°nis  f-«»ore ;  p.  407,  laft  1. r.apof- 

VtP;F^iv5.x-^ftcr-;,P*  433.  i'aftl.  r.  Caracalla,  p. 

^  ,  p.  440, 1.  9,  r.  ftrccufeus,’ 
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AFter  theTitle-Page,  follows  thePreface,  confifting  of  P.  io 
INTRODUCTION,  of  14 

Th-  ‘ancient  Writers  are  introduced  at  jf 

1  '|3  ARNABAS,  the  firit.  Shewed  not  to  be  the  fcrip- 
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ture  Barnabas,  from 

In  h Is  epi file  no  mention  of  Biftiops  or  Prefbyters, 

2  the  Areopagite  :  the  writings, 

called  ills,  proved  not  genuine.  27^  &c, 

ERMAS,  and  his  writings  ;  his  paftor,  with  the 
judgment  of  the  ancients  and  moderns  ;  it 
makes  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters  one  and  the  fame  order 
of  church  officers.  .  3 6,&cc+ 

4  W’BEMENT  of  Rome’s  charaflei?  and  writings, 

with  teftimonies  of  them,  from 
His  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  genuine. 

The  occafion  of  his  writing  it.  '  ■ 

The  time  of  his  writing  it. 

Clement’s  doubtful  writing. 

Pieces  fpurious  afcribed  to  him. 

The  conititutions,  called  apoftolic,  fpurious 
Canons,  called  apoftolical,  not  genuine. 

The  recognitions  allowed  fpurious.. 

Paifages  from  Clement’s  fir  ft  epiflle  admitted  ;  and  proofs 
from  him? that  Bifhops  and  Prefbyters  are  the  fame,  roj  Sfd 

5  OOLYCARP,  his  character,  and  his  writings, 

with  teftimonies  from  them,  &c. 

He  not  a  Bifhop  fuperior  to  Prefbyters  5  nor  owning 

*  fuch  an  one. 

Iiis.  death.  * 

Epiftles  mentioned  as  his,  not  extant. 

His  epiftle  to  the  church  at  Philippi, 

The  infcription  of  it. 

*  Paifages  from  it. 

Remarks  on  thofe  paftages. 

No  Bifhop  di ft  inch  from  Prefbyter  in  him. 

6  TGNATlUS’s  character,  writings,  &c. 

^  He  a  Bifhop,  or  Paftor,  or  Prefbyter; 

The  manner  and  circumftances  of  his  death. 

.  PI  is  writings,  epiftolical. 

The  editions  of  them. 
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PI  is  epiftles,  their  being  his  queftioned. 

Writers  taking  no  notice  of  them. 

Writers  fuppofed  to  refer  to  them  confidered. 

Plis  epiftle  to  Romans  not  ferving  the  Epifcopalians.  233 
Ignatran-  epiftles^  if  not  fpurious,  ‘yet  corrrupt.  '  249 
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general  contents. 

Fraudulent  and  impudent  treatment  of  Jgnatius.  250 

rue  entiments  of  Ignatius  not  given  us  under  his  name.  2  c  3 
fejtimonies  from  Ignatius.  2"q 

Remarks  on  thofeteftimonies.  MisBifhops  notdiocefan.  289 
•  t’e  peculiar  epifcopal  powers,  government,  ordination, 
and  confirmation, neither  of  which  are  faid  by  Ignatius  to 

u*  p vu*  t0  ^^°Ps^n  diftindion  from  Prelbyters.  303,  &e. 
His  iihops,upon  the  whole, parochial,  and  what  he  fays  about 
themnot  fo  favorable totheepifcopal,asPrefbyterscaufe  317 
7  p  API  AS  :  book  faid  to  be  wrote  by  him.  319 

Hl$  character.  32P,  &:c. 

321 


No  Bifhop  befides  an  Elder  in  him. 

®  QUADRATUS  ;  his  charader,  and  only  Writ¬ 

er  mg.  323 
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9  ^^RISTIDES  ;  his  charader,  and  apology. 

GRIPPA,  firnamed  Caftor,  his  charader. 

^  He  wrote  one  book  ;  no  remains  qf  it.  326, 

H  JLTEGESIPPUS, fuppofed a  convert  from  Judaifm.  328 
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